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CHAPTER I 1 
INTRODUCTION 
In 1968, The National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders 
warned that the United States was rapidly becoming two separate nations: 
one poor and black, and the other affluent and white.^ In metropolitan 
regions, the poor black population is increasingly locating in the 
central cities, while the affluent white population is increasingly 
locating in the suburbs and outlying areas. According to the 1970 cen­
sus of Population, 11 per cent of the families in the central city have 
incomes below the poverty level, compared to only 6 per cent in the 
2 
suburbs and outlying areas. The central cities also have a growing 
percentage of non-white residents. In 1970, 29.1 per cent of the cen­
tral city population was non-white, while the suburbs and outlying areas 
3 
had a 6 per cent non-white population. These figures have increased 
substantially since 1960 from 17.8 per cent and 5 per cent, respectively. 
Cities such as Atlanta, Newark (New Jersey), Gary (Indiana), and Washing­
ton, D.C. presently have black majorities. Continuation of present 
trends will produce black majorities in New Orleans, Richmond (Vir­
ginia), Chicago, Philadelphia, St. Louis, Detroit, Cleveland, Baltimore, 
4 . . . . . . 
and Oakland. Central cities are losing the diverse ethnic, racial and 
economic mix they once had, while the suburbs are becoming a separate 
nation. A significant reason for the large poor and black population 
in the central cities is the location pattern of low-income housing. 
2 
Low-income housing is defined in this thesis as housing occupied 
by families who cannot afford standard housing without some form of 
subsidy. Low-income housing is designed for the segment of the popula­
tion in which the need for standard housing exceeds the ability to pay. 
These families lack an effective demand because of a lack of income, 
which results in curtailed buying power. " 
Several discussions in this thesis include moderate-income 
housing. Moderate-income housing refers to the programs for families 
above the poverty line but with incomes which do not exceed approxi­
mately 135 per cent of the income limit established for the public 
housing programs. Moderate-income housing, therefore, fills the gap 
between the low-income housing programs and the housing available on the 
private market. 
The primary method of providing;standards housing for low-income 
families has been the various Federal housing subsidy programs. In most 
metropolitan areas, the majority of"these subsidized housing units has 
been concentrated in the inner cities. For example, in 1969, 95 per 
cent of the subsidized housing units and only 27 per cent of the popula-
5 
tion of the Miami Valley Metropolitan Area were in the City of Dayton. 
In 1971, 88 per cent of the subsidized housing units and 4-0 per cent of 
the population of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area were in the cities 
of Minneapolis and St. Paul. These examples are typical of the loca­
tion pattern of subsidized housing in most metropolitan areas. 
A possible second method by which low-income families can be pro­
vided with sound housing, in addition to the various subsidy programs, 
3 
is the filtering process. The filtering process is the process by which 
occupancy changes as the housing occupied by one income group becomes 
available to the next lower income group as a result of a decline in 
market price. Filtering does not occur until one or more households 
determine that the used housing that is released, or the newly-built 
housing, represents an advantageous alternative to the housing that 
they are presently occupying. Therefore, the requisite of the filtering 
process is a decline in housing value based upon a decline in the 
7 
desirability of the present housing m relation to alternatives. 
The filtering process has not provided standard housing units for 
low-income families. Filtering cannot occur .unless there is a suffi­
cient amount of new construction to create a surplus of housing at some 
8 
level. The major factor preventing the filtering process from working 
is that as soon as surplus housing appears on the'-market, production 
• . 9 slows down until the surplus is absorbed. 
Because of the substantial shortage of housing available to 
lower-income groups, the housing which becomes available to the lowest 
income groups through the filtering process is usually physically dete­
riorated to a point warranting clearance. Because these housing units 
can be rented and local housing codes are not stringently enforced, 
clearance rarely occurs."^ The filtering process is therefore an inade­
quate solution for providing low-income families with standard housing. 
"The end product of filtering, at the bottom of the chain reaction, is 
substandard housing; thus filtering produces that very blight which we 
seek to remedy.""'""'" 
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The low quality of housing that is occupied by low-income resi­
dents partially demonstrates the fact that the filtering process has 
not provided low-income families with sound housing. There is a high 
correlation between poverty and occupancy of substandard housing, as 
shown below. 
Table 1. Percentage of Households in Specific 
Income Groups Occupying Substandard 
Housing in Metropolitan Areas—1960 
Annual Income 
(Dollars in White Nonwhite 
Thousands) , (Per Cent) (Per Cent) 
Under 2.0 21 45 
2.0 to 2.9 15 35 
3.0 to 3.9 12 28 
4.0 to 4.9 9 : 21, 
5.0 to 5.9 6 16-
6.0 to 6.9 4- 14, 
7.0 to 9.9 2 9 
Over 10.0 1 7 
All Incomes 7 28 
As indicated by the above table, of the families living in substandard 
housing within metropolitan areas, the majority are poor and they are 
disproportionately nonwhite. 
The housing problem is most critical for nonwhites living in the 
central city. For example, in 1960, 25 per cent of all nonwhites living 
in central cities occupied substandard units, compared to 8 per cent of 
13 
all whites. In addition, nonwhites pay relatively high rent for this 
poor housing. In most cities, few white families pay more than 25 per 
5 
cent of their income for housing. Over one-third of the nonwhite fami-
lies pay more than 35 per cent of their income on rent. Thus, non-
white central city families pay more for housing relative to their 
income, than do the more affluent. Since the cost of shelter is a basic 
necessity and cannot be deferred, low-income families generally have 
insufficient money left for adequate diet, clothing, medical care, edu­
cation and household furnishings. 
The housing problem for low-income families is therefore broader 
than simply the physical conditions of a housing unit or a neighborhood. 
A low-income family living in a standard unit, but paying 45 per cent of 
its income for rent and, consequently, not eating well, is just as much 
a part of the housing problem as the low-income family living in a 
substandard unit and unable to spend any additional money on housing. 
As the housing crisis has worsened in the central cities, it is 
being realized that the solutions to the problems may not be found in 
the central cities alone. Several planning agencies throughout the 
country have begun taking a regional approach to the housing problems. 
Most agencies have accepted the broad and basic goal of a "decent 
home and a suitable living environment," as stated in the preamble of 
the Housing Act of 1949. Several agencies are expanding this goal to 
include a wider geographic housing choice for all economic groups. 
In 1970, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission adopted 
the goal "To expand the range of housing opportunity for everyone geo-
15 
graphically." Several other regional planning agencies have adopted 
similar goals regarding a geographic choice in housing for all citizens. 
6 
Rather than continuing to concentrate low-income housing in the central 
city, these agencies are attempting to locate the housing units through­
out the metropolitan region. The distribution of low-income housing is 
being recognized as a regional problem, best solved through the coopera­
tive efforts of all local governments within the region. 
Reasons for Distributing Low-Income Housing 
There are several reasons for locating low-income housing 
throughout a metropolitan region, which includes the suburbs and the 
central city. T h e s e r e a s o n s are d e s c r i b e d a s f o l l o w s . 
Outside the Central City 
The reasons for distributing low-income housing outside the 
central city, rather than continuing to concentrate these units in the 
central city, are as follows. 
1. Wider Housing Choice. There are minimal opportunities for 
housing choice for low-Income families in metropolitan regions due to 
the continued concentration of low-income housing in the central cities. 
The distribution of low-income housing throughout a metropolitan region 
is intended to provide low-income families the opportunity to choose 
housing in any reasonable location, including the suburbs. 
A wider choice of housing depends on providing low-income housing 
in areas outside of the central cities. Appropriate sites for low-
income housing are often not available in central cities because the 
16 
land is too expensive and difficult to assemble. There is presently 
an ample supply of vacant land suitable for low-income housing in a ten-
mile wide belt around all of the major cities in the United States, 
7 
except New York and Los Angeles where it is necessary to go 20 miles. 
In the nation!s 20 largest metropolitan areas, 99 per cent of the vacant 
. 1 7 
land is located outside the central city. 
In addition, since vacant land is scarce in the central cities, 
the construction of new housing often requires the demolition of the 
older housing units. This cycle of demolition and rebuilding is 
expensive and it decreases the vacancy rates in the older neighborhoods 
where the low-income families now live. This pattern, which retards 
the market forces necessary to encourage the private maintenance and 
rehabilitation of older neighborhoods, decreases housing choice in these 
neighborhoods."^ 
2. Opportunity for cm Improved Environment* Locating low-income 
housing outside of the central cities allows low-income families an 
opportunity for a healthier living environment. In 1968, the President's 
Commission on Urban Housing said: 
The location of ones place of residence determines the accessi­
bility and quality of many everyday advantages taken for granted 
by the mainstreams of American society. Among these commonplace 
advantages are public education facilities for a family's 
children, adequate police and fire protection, and a decent 
surrounding environment. In any case, a family should have the 
choice of living as close as economically possible to the bread­
winners place of employment. 
It makes little sense for Federally subsidized housing to be 
concentrated in and around the central cities slums where social 
and environmental disadvantages can negate the uplifting quali­
ties of a decent home. 1 9 
The people living in the urban slums are the products of the 
urban problem, not its cause. New housing units built near or within 
the slums can seldom improve the environmental effect created by the 
larger area. It is increasing the present problem to build housing in 
8 
areas in which families unable to adjust to the economic and social re­
quirements of a society are crowded close to others unable to adjust. 2 0 
The concentration of low-income housing units in the central city 
has also intensified the problems of overcrowding. For example, in the 
District of Columbia, 12 per cent of all occupied housing units are 
overcrowded. This figure is 400 per cent above the average for all 
other jurisdictions of the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Area which is 
3 per cent. 
3. Wider Job Opportunities. Over the last two decades 80 per 
cent of the new jobs created in the nation's larger metropolitan areas 
22 
have been located m the suburbs. The labor market distribution m 
metropolitan areas has become the reverse of the housing distribution. 
Most suburban residents are traveling to the central city for their 
employment, while the jobs in which the poor are usually employed, such 
as manufacturing, retailing and wholesaling,are increasingly locating in 
the suburbs. The Report of the National Commission on Urban Problems 
stated: 
Available employment of the type for which slum adults might 
qualify in, generally are not available in the slum. In a 
recent year, 63 per cent of all construction permits for 
industrial buildings were issued for locations outside central 
cities. On the other hand, 73 per cent of office building 
construction permits were issued inside central cities. Central 
cities increasingly are becoming white-collar employment centers 
while the suburbs are becoming the job employment areas for new 
blue collar workers. This is ironical in view pf the fact that 
low paid blue-collar workers, especially if they are Negroes, 
live in the central cities while the white-collar workers are 
increasingly living in the suburbs. Traveling to work becomes 
increasingly difficult for both. Whites and blacks, white-
collars and blue-collars, pass each other by as they go to and 
come from work. 2 3 
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Due to this decentralization of the economy, many jobs are 
inaccessible to low-income residents. The present transportation system 
in metropolitan areas is not conducive to bringing low-income poor to 
suburban jobs for the following reasons: 
a. The public transportation system is intended to bring 
people from the suburbs to jobs concentrated in the 
central city. Because of fiscal constraints , and 
the wide decentralization of employment centers, the 
public t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s y s t e m i s not able to bring large 
numbers of central city residents to scattered suburban 
job sites. 
b. Although these jobs are often accessible by highways, many 
ghetto residents cannot afford an automobile to utilize 
this resource. 
c. The willingness of an individual to travel to work is 
inversely related to the length of the journey to work. 
Therefore, many inner-city low-income individuals are not 
_ 25 willing to travel long distances to suburban job sites. 
Central City Tax Bases. Central cities cannot afford the 
increasing concentration of poverty caused by the concentration of low-
income housing. Low-income families have the most critical needs for 
public services. However, because of the decreasing sources of tax 
revenues, caused by the migration of industry and upper-income groups 
to the suburbs, the central cities can no longer adequately respond to 
10 
the social and educational needs of the many disadvantaged groups. As 
an example of the problem, the tax base of the central cities in New 
26 
Jersey was less than 60 per cent of the suburban level in 1968. 
Locating low-income housing outside the central city is a necessary step 
in reversing the trend toward inner-city decay. 
5. Increased School Integration. Locating low-income housing 
outside the inner city will increase school integration. Evidence has 
indicated that integrated schools are the best guarantees of equality 
in education. Low-income students can substantially improve their edu-
27 . . . . 
cational achievements. In addition, m view of the recent court 
ordered integration of schools throughout the country, locating low-
income housing in the outer city can assist in minimizing the contro­
versial busing of school children. 
6. Citizen Support. No pattern of metropolitan development is 
sound if it does not consider the locational choices of all its citi­
zens. Many low-income central-city residents desire the opportunity to 
live in areas outside the central city. A survey was recently conducted 
in Dayton, Ohio, in which low- and moderate-income central-city Dayton 
residents were interviewed. Each household was asked the following 
question: "If you had the following two choices, which would you pick: 
a) A new home in this immediate area, or b) A new home outside the city 
somewhere in the suburbs?" The results of the survey are shown in Table 
11 








Prefer Own Neighborhood 51% 43% 61% 
Prefer Suburbs 44 53 34 
Indifferent to Location 5 4 5 
A substantial number of respondents preferred a new home in the 
suburbs. White respondents were far more receptive to living in the 
suburbs than were black families. The majority of respondents preferred 
to remain in their immediate area. However, these survey results do not 
negate the legitimacy of policies to locate low-income housing outside 
the central city, since these policies are only intended to provide 
low-income families desiring to locate in the suburbs with the oppor­
tunity to exercise that choice. These families represent a substantial 
percentage of the inner-city low-income population. 
Although the inner-city black community has not vigorously 
espoused a policy of locating low-income housing outside the inner 
city, several independent national organizations and suburban activists 
29 . 
are waging the battle m their behalf. For example, m 1969 William 
Morris of the NAACP referred to the suburbs as the "new civil rights 
battleground" and the organization members endorsed "metropolitan wide 
. 3 0 
approaches to freedom of choice in housing location." 
The reasons for the modest level of citizen support for locating 
low-income housing in the suburbs are attributable, in part, to the 
following. 
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a. The causal link between the present Concentration of low-
income housing and the problems of unemployment, inade­
quate schools and the de facto segregation of public 
facilities is relatively obscure. 
b. The low-income population concentrated in the inner city 
are poorly educated and due to their social isolation, • 
are often unable to look beyond their immediate needs in 
the central city. 
7. Court Trends. Trends in court decisions have resulted in 
a movement toward a policy of dispersing low-income housing. In the 
1969 case of Gautreaux vs. Chicago Housing Authority3 a Federal Court 
set forth detailed guidelines for the dispersal of public housing in 
Chicago. The Housing Authority was shown to have passed over sites 
31 . . 
located in white neighborhoods. Similar court action came in 1970 in 
the case of Shannon vs. HUD. The Court of Appeals barred HUD from 
32 
building public housing in an area of minority concentration. In 
1971, a United States District Court ordered the dispersal of public 
33 
housing in areas outside of the City of Atlanta. 
These court decisions have prompted HUD to establish a policy 
that new publicly-supported housing must be dispersed into non-ghetto 
34 
areas. The Gautreaux and Shannon cases have also led to the develop­
ment of HUD's Project Selection Criteria for jfederally-subsidized 
i 
housing. These criteria give highest ratings to projects which are 
(1) outside of minority concentrations; (2) located in areas containing 
little or no subsidized housing; having good recreational, educational, 
13 
and health facilities; and which are reasonably convenient to job sites; 
and (3) are located in areas free from adverse environmental condi-
35 
tions. A proposed project in the suburbs would usually mean a superi­
or rating by all of these standards and thus would be approved prior to 
one in a less attractive inner-city location. 
In the Central City 
Policies to distribute low-income housing throughout a metropoli­
tan region should include locating new housing units in the central city. 
Although low-income housing units are needed outside the central city, 
there is still a need for low-income housing units in the central city. 
Many low-income residents prefer to live in their present neighborhood, 
rather than in the suburbs, according to the survey, conducted in the 
Miami Valley Region, which is summarized in Table 2. In addition, a 
large percentage of the metropolitan economy is and will remain in the 
central city. New low-income housing is therefore needed to replace the 
existing dilapidated units. Large-scale rehabilitation projects are 
also needed to reclaim the usable existing units. Policies to include 
new low-income housing units in the central city, as part of a regional 
policy, is necessary if low-income families are to have a significant 
choice in selecting sound housing units. 
Purpose of Thesis 
The purposes of this thesis are as follows: 
1. To describe and evaluate present regional distribution plans 
for low-income housing. 
2. To formulate guidelines and make recommendations for 
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developing regional distribution plans. 
3. To determine arid describe the obstacles to implementing 
regional distribution plans. 
4. To recommend methods for overcoming the obstacles to 
implementing regional distribution plans. 
Methodology 
Information included in this thesis has been obtained from a 
survey of literature pertaining to distributing low-income housing 
throughout metropolitan regions, and personal interviews with individu­
als involved in this field. In addition, a survey was conducted between 
January 31 and February 16, 1973,- of 19 planning agencies throughout the 
country involved with the regional distribution of low-income housing. 
A copy of the survey mailed to the planning agencies appears in Appendix 
A. Appendix B lists the agencies surveyed and the status of their 
plans. 
The major purposes of this survey was to determine (a) the 
status of Various distribution plans; (b) the frequency and severity of 
obstacles to implementing a distribution plan; (c) methods used for 
overcoming these obstacles; and (d) proposed methods or legislation 
needed for implementation. The survey and the survey results are 
further described in Chapter IV. 
Organization of the Thesis 
Chapter II describes several regional distribution plans for low-
income housing which have been formulated throughout the United States. 
1 5 
Chapter III evaluates the various strategies which have been used 
for developing regional distribution plans. Guidelines and recommenda­
tions for formulating these plans are also described. 
Chapter IV describes the results of the survey to determine the 
frequency and severity of the obstacles to implementing regional dis­
tribution plans. The obstacles are described and recommendations are 
made to assist in overcoming each respective obstacle. 
Chapter V contains a summary and conclusions. 
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CHAPTER II 
REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION PLANS 
Several regional planning agencies, attempting to provide 
diversity of choice in housing location for all income groups, have 
formulated regional distribution plans for low-income housing. These 
plans are often referred to as distribution plans, "fair-share" plans, 
allocation plans or "opportunity" plans. In this thesis, these plans 
will be referred to as regional distribution plans. Regional distribu­
tion plans describe the allocation policies for the future location of 
low-income housing. These plans are intended to describe priorities and 
responsibilities for all the various jurisdictions within the region. 
Regional distribution plans for low-income housing do not neces­
sarily result in the development of low-income housing. These plans 
recommend patterns of development within a region for low-income 
housing. Plans can, however, encourage or influence developers, spon­
sors and planning agencies to comply with the plan and may encourage 
36 
the authorization for the allocated units. It should be noted that 
the regional distribution plans described in this thesis, have also 
included the subsidized housing programs for moderate-income families. 
These plans have primarily been developed by county or. multi-
county planning agencies of councils of government. However, there are 
considerable differences in the size of the jurisdictions of agencies 
which have developed regional distribution plans. Table 3 lists the 
17 
type of agency and the size of the jurisdiction for a sample of dis­
tribution plans. This thesis will refer to the agency formulating a 
regional distribution plan as a regional planning agency. 
Table 3. Jurisdictions of Agencies 
Developing Distribution Plans 
Region 
Type of 








Valley portion of San Bernar­
dino County (excludes the r u r a l 






WASHINGTON, D.C. Council of 
Governments 








Five counties including the 







Seven counties including the 










Six counties including the 
city of Sacramento 
895,492 
BUCKS COUNTY County 
Planning 
Department 






Nine counties including the 
city of San Francisco 
4,628,194 
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In developing regional distribution plans for low-income housing, 
there are three basic steps which have been followed by planning . 
37 
agencies. These are 
(1) The designation of subareas within the region. 
(2) The selection of criteria to be used in the plan. 
(3) The distribution strategy to be used in the distribution 
of units. 
Subareas, criteria, and strategies are defined below. 
Subareas are geographic units which form the geographic basis ^ 
for allocating the low-income housing units to the specific jurisdic­
tions or areas within the region. 
Criteria are quantitative indexes of various social, economic 
and physical characteristics of the subareas within the region. These 
criteria are used as the data base for apportioning the allocations. 
The minority population of a subarea, and the fiscal resources of a sub-
area are examples of criteria. 
Strategies consist of the rationale and the mechanics of the 
plan. Strategies determine how the selected criteria are to be com­
bined, the methodology for determining allocations, and the basis for 
the total number of units to be distributed. 
The major objective in utilizing these three steps in describing 
regional distribution plans is to provide a common framework by which 
similarities and dissimilarities between plans can be understood. A 
description of how several planning agencies have approached these basic 
steps follows. 
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Designation of Subareas 
Agencies must divide their region into smaller units, called sub-
areas in this thesis. These subareas are the geographic basis for al­
locating low-income housing units to specific jurisdictions or areas 
within the region. Table 4 compares the makeup and the number of sub-
areas in several regions. 
Table 4. Sample of Low-Income Housing Distribution Subareas 









"planning districts" composed of 
several census tracts. 
15 40,768 
WASHINGTON, D.C. "jurisdictions" composed of cities, 
towns and counties. 
15 190,742 
MIAMI VALLEY "planning units" composed of town­




municipalities or portion of 
municipalities. 
191 9,814 
SACRAMENTO "regional planning districts" 39 22,916 
BAY AREA (Subareas have not been designated 
yet) 
BUCKS COUNTY (Subareas have not been designated 
yet) 
There is a wide variation in the sizes of the subareas which have 
been designated by the regions studied. In addition, there are differ­
ences in the composition of the subareas. The regions studied have used 
2Q 
either planning units or political jurisdictions as subareas. However, 
all the regions have designated subareas in which data are available and 
can be periodically updated, which is essential in developing regional 
distribution plans for low-income housing. 
Criteria Utilized 
In developing a regional distribution plan for low-income hous­
ing, criteria must be selected. There are numerous criteria upon which 
a distribution plan can be based. The criteria used for regional dis­
tribution plans can be grouped into three general categories. These 
three general categories are: 
(1) demand 
( 2 ) fair-share 
(3) suitability. 
Table 5 compares the criteria within each of these three cate-
o 
gories, which have been utilized by seven regional planning agencies. 
An explanation of the three general categories, and a description of 
each of the criteria within these categories follows. 
1. Demand. Demand criteria in a regional distribution plan 
increases the number of low-income housing units allocated to those 
subareas with the greatest ineffective demand. Ineffective demand 
indicates the need for low-income housing within the subareas. Demand 
criteria have been quantified in regional distribution plans by the 
following: 
(a) number of low-income families 
(b) deficient housing conditions 
21 
Table 5. Criteria Used for Low-Income Housing Distribution Plans 
San 1 Wash­ Bay Bucks 
Ber­ ing Miami Twin Sacra­ Area County 
Criteria nardino ton Valley Cities mento1- 3 2,3 





 o 6 6 11 
1. DEMAND CRITERIA 
a. Low-Income Families X X X .X X 
b. Overcrowding X 
c. Deficient Housing X X 
d. Non-Residential 
Low-Income Jobs X X 
2. FAIR-SHARE CRITERIA 
a. Equal Share X X X X 
b. Proportion to 
Population X X X X X 
c. Income X X 
d. Present Concentration 
of Low-Income Housing X X X 
3. SUITABILITY CRITERIA 
a. Schools-Assessed Value X X 
b. Schools-Overcrowding x X X 
c. Fiscal Resources X X 
d. Local Jobs X X X X 
e. Vacant Land X X X 
f. Vacant Housing Units X X 
g. Existing Development X x 2 
h. Environmental Factors X 
i. Projected Growth X 
Does not include intra-subarea criteria. 
Bucks County treats the existing development of sewers, high­
ways, and public transportation separately. 
3 m 
Tentative. 
(c) overcrowding . 
(d) non-residential jobs in a subarea. 
Low-Income Families. The number of low-income families 
living in a juristiction has been the most often used 
index of demand in distribution plans to date. Miami 
Valley and San Bernardino have both used the number of 
38 
households earning less than $10,000 annually. Miami 
Valley adjusted this index to $7,000 for rural areas. 
Sacramento uses an index of less than $5,000 annual 
earnings for low-income families and $5,000-$8,000 for 
. 3 9 
moderate-income families. The greater the number of 
families in this category, the greater the demand and, 
hence, the greater the share of new units. 
Deficient Housing Conditions. Washington, D.C. COG uses 
the number of deficient housing units in a jurisdiction 
40 
as a demand criterion. The County of San Bernardino 
limited this criterion to the deficient housing units 
41 
affordable by the indicated income group. The greater 
the number of deficient units, the greater the share of 
new units allocated to the subarea. 
Overcrowding. Washington, D.C. COG utilizes the number 
42 
of overcrowded housing units as an index of demand. 
The greater the number of overcrowded units in a jurisdic 
tion, the greater the share of new units. 
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d. Non-Residential Jobs. Washington, D.C. COG has used 
and The Association of Bay Area Governments is proposing 
to use the number of low-income heads of households who 
commute into each local jurisdiction for work, as an 
1 4 3 
index of demand. This factor is used to reduce the 
present disparity between place of residence and place 
of work which results in costly and time-consuming 
commuting. Jurisdictions receive a higher proportion 
of new units if a high number of such persons enter for 
employment. 
2. Fair-Share. Fair-share criteria increases the number of low-
income housing units allocated to subareas which have less than, their 
share of the total number of low-income housing units within the metro­
politan area. Fair-share criteria have been quantified in regional 
distribution plans by the following: 
(a) equal-share 
(b) proportional to population 
(c) income 
(d) present concentration of low-income housing. 
a. Equal Share. This criterion determines what share each 
jurisdiction would receive if all jurisdictions received 
an equal amount of housing units. 
b. Proportion to Population. This criterion allocates a 
proportionate share of new housing units to each 
24 
jurisdiction according to its proportionate share of 
the region's population. 
c. Income. This criterion is used to redistribute the 
present concentration of low-income families in the 
central cities. Low-income housing units are allocated 
inversely to the proportion of low-income households, so 
that the greater the existing proportion of low-income 
families, the smaller the share of new low-income units. 
d. Present Concentration of Low-Income Housing. This cri­
terion is specifically used to promote greater diversity 
in housing location. Washington, D.C. COG utilizes the 
percentage of all housing units in each jurisdiction 
valued at less than $25,000 or renting for less than $150 
per month. The smaller the percentage of low-income,; 
housing units, the higher the allocation of these units. 
3. Suitability. Suitability criteria determines whether low-
income housing is appropriate for a subarea. Although a subarea has a 
demand for low-income housing or does not have a fair-share of low-
income housing, the subarea will not necessarily be a suitable location 
for low-income housing. The introduction of low-income housing could 
be detrimental to a subarea and the new residents if suitability cri­
teria are not considered. Suitability criteria have been quantified in 
regional distribution plans by the following: 
(a) schools—assessed value 
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(b) s chools—overcrowding 
(c) fiscal resources 
'(d) local jobs 
(e) vacant land 
(f) vacant housing units 
(g) existing development 
(h) environmental factors 
(i) projected growth. 
a. Schools—Assessed Valuation. Miami Valley, San Bernardino, 
and Sacramento have used the assessed valuation per pupil, 
per average daily attendance or per household, respec-
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tivqly, as a suitability ^criteria. Although assessed 
value alone does not determine the monies a jurisdiction 
actually receives for its schools, it is an indicator of 
the wealth or potential tax revenues for education and 
other services and, hence, an area's ability to absorb 
additional units.. The greater the assessed value per 
student, the greater the number of housing units allocated 
to a subarea. 
b. Schools—Overcrowding. Several agencies have used "pupils 
in excess of normal capacity" or "existing additional 
school capacity" as a suitability criteria indicating 
school overcrowding. The greater the overcrowding, the 
fewer the housing units allocated to the jurisdiction. 
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Using this criterion and the preceding one, 
there may be differences between the school district 
boundaries and the selected jurisdictions. If there is 
a difference, compensation can be made by adjusting the 
1+6 
assignment to reflect the geographic differences. 
c. Per Capita Fiscal Resources. This criterion allocates 
the new units to jurisdictions with the highest fiscal 
capability to absorb the units. Washington, D.C. COG 
defines fiscal resources as the total real estate^ value 
of the jurisdiction plus the total of all personal 
• • ' . . . . . 47 income, divided by the.;population of the jurisdiction. 
The higher the fiscal capability, the greater the allo­
cation of new units. 
d. Local Jobs. The number of jobs in a jurisdiction is used 
as an index of desired residential location. Sacramento 
Regional Area Planning Commission utilizes the number of 
jobs in the jurisdiction as a percentage of the total 
. 4 8 
jobs m the region. Washington, D.C. COG utilizes the 
percentage of the Region's jobs within 45 minutes' commut-
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ing time of the local jurisdiction. The more jobs m or 
near a subarea, the greater the allocation of new units. 
The latter criterion does not necessarily equate the resi­
dent's home and job site because of the large geographic 
area within a 45-minute commuting time. 
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e. Vacant Residential Land. The San Bernardino County 
Planning Department uses vacant residential land (five-
acre parcels or larger) valued at $10,000 per acre or less 
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as a criterion. Washington, D.C. COG does not include a 
price limit in its vacant land criteria. It includes all 
vacant residential land which is sewered or is expected to 
be sewered within the next six years as indicated by local 
land use, zoning and sewer service maps.^ 
f. Vacant Housing Units. Washington, D.C. COG utilizes the 
number of existing vacant housing units, as determined by 
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census data, as a criterion. A l a r g e r supply of vacant 
units will reduce the number of new housing units required 
by low-income families, if the vacant units can be afforded 
by these families. The greater the number of vacant units, 
the greater the share of units assigned. 
g. Existing Development. The Metropolitan Council of the Twin 
Cities Area utilizes existing development as the key cri­
terion. There is a high correlation in the Twin Cities 
Area between the amount of existing development in a com­
munity and the availability of necessary and desired 
services, including sewers, employment opportunities and 
mass transit and major highways. The Metropolitan Council 
found that the more developed communities in the region 
have a greater fiscal capability to provide and support the 
necessary community services for low-income families. The 
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jurisdictions which were highly developed received a 
53 
higher "priority" in receiving low-income housing. 
The priority strategy will be described in the next 
section. 
Bucks County Planning:Department's distribution 
plan is proposing to treat these development elements 
separately. Sewer capacity, developable land, existing 
employment, public transportation, and highway capacity 
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will be used as separate criteria. 
f. Environmental Factors. The Bay Area considers air quality 
as a criteria in allocating low-income housing. Areas of 
poorer air quality, as determined by the Bay Area Air Pol-
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lution Control Board, are allocated fewer units. 
g. Projected Growth. Bucks County's plan considers projected 
growth areas in allocating low-income housing units. Pro­
jected employment centers and population trends are included 
in this criterion.^ 
Distribution Strategies 
There are several different strategies for formulating regional 
distribution plans for low-income housing. The five basic distribution 
strategies utilized by the regions surveyed are based on: 
(1) need 
(2) federally subsidized units allocated to the region^ 
(3) priority areas 
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i 
(4.) intra-subarea allocations 
(5) designated specific sites. 
Need 
The first regional distribution plan developed was the Housing 
Plan for the Miami Valley Region, or the Dayton Plan as it is more 
often called. This dispersal plan is based on low- and moderate-income 
housing need. This plan computed the low- and moderate-income housing 
need for each of the five counties within the region and allocated 
shares of this need to subareas throughout the region. 
Need was determined by computing the number of new units required 
to eliminate dilapidation and overcrowding and to provide a comfortable 
vacancy rate for low- and moderate-income families. The determination 
of need did not consider dwelling units in need of rehabilitation. Need 
figures were broken down by county so that each of the five counties in 
the region could see its own need as a part of the total regional 
,57 need. 
The allocation of the needed housing units was first done on a 
county basis, since that was the geographic unit on which the need 
estimates were made. The needed low- and moderate-housing "fair-shares" 
were then allocated to the sub-county planning areas using an average of 
numbers resulting from six of the criteria discussed earlier: (1) equal 
share, (2) proportionate share of the county's households, (3) propor­
tionate share of the county's households earning less than $10,000 
annually or less than $7,000 in the three rural counties, (4) the in­
verse of number three, (5) assessed valuation per pupil, 
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(6) overcrowding of the school districts. The result of this regional 
distribution strategy is an allocation of each county's low- and 
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moderate-income housing need to each subarea within the county. 
Federally-Subsidized Units Allocated to the Region 
The "Fair Share Housing Formula for Metropolitan Washington," 
developed by the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, is 
based on the federally-subsidized units allocated to the region. This 
plan attempts to allocate proportions of these HUD subsidized units for 
the region among local jurisdictions. 
Eight criteria were utilized for this plan. These criteria*were 
classified into three groups—demand, supply, and location. The demand 
criteria are: overcrowded units, deficient housing units, and non­
residential jobs. The supply criteria are: vacant land and vacant 
housing units. The location criteria are: fiscal resources of each 
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jurisdiction, and current low-income housing. 
The eight criteria were combined using a more complicated 
methodology than Dayton's Plan. This methodology is: 
To arrive at the fair share proportion of low and moderate 
income housing units for each local jurisdiction, all the 
demand and supply factors for a given jurisdiction were added 
together and the sum was multiplied by a modifier consisting 
of a combination of the three special locational factors. This 
produces an index number for each jurisdiction which can be 
figured as a percentage of the total of all local indexes in 
the metropolitan area. The higher the local index number goes, 
the higher would be that jurisdiction's share of new low and 
moderate income housing units. 
The modifier was calculated by dividing the local fiscal 
resources by the existing local concentration of low and 
moderate income housing units, and multiplying by the acces­
sibility to jobs. This has the effect of allocating more low 
and moderate income housing units to the "richer" jurisdictions, 
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reducing the number of such units allocated to jurisdictions 
already accommodating their fair share or more," and allo­
cating more of these units in the more accessible parts of 
the metropolitan area. 6 0 
Utilizing this formula, 80 per cent of the subsidized housing 
will go outside the District of Columbia, which presently has 60 per 
cent of the subsidized units. Fifty per cent of the federally-
subsidized housing units are allocated to the two most affluent coun-
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ties in the region, Fairfax County and Montgomery County. 
Priority Areas 
The Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area adopted a 
priority distribution plan for low- and moderate-income housing in 
December, 1971. This plan is a short-termiinterim measure, to be used 
until the Council prepares and adopts a more comprehensive housing plan 
which will allocate needed housing units throughout the seven-county 
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Metropolitan Area up to the year 1975. 
The interim priority plan addresses itself to where housing for 
low- and moderate-income persons should be developed in the immediate 
future. The priority distribution plan attempts to achieve two basic 
objectives: 
1. To promote orderly and economic residential development, as 
well as suitable living environments by directing low- and moderate-
income housing to well-serviced locations. 
2. To promote a greater diversity of housing opportunities by 
directing low-and moderate-income housing to areas with relatively 
6 3 
fewer housing opportunities for low- and moderate-income persons. 
The priority proposal is the simplest allocation strategy to 
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to develop. The plan designates general areas of the region as having 
various priorities for development of low- and moderate-income housing. 
The first priority area is the portion of the region where subsidized 
housing is most desirable as determined by criteria described below. 
Proposals in these areas receive first priority. Similarly, areas are 
ranked as second and third priority for low- and moderate-income hous­
ing development. The fourth and lowest priority area is the portion of 
the metropolitan area which is considered inappropriate for subsidized 
housing in the near future. 
Two criteria are used in determining priorities. The first cri­
terion is existing development. The priority plan encouraged housing 
in areas that are developed, because of the high correlation between 
areas which are developed and ̂ areas with the required services and 
facilities. In determining priorities, each subarea was assigned to 
one of four categories depending on their percentage of vacant land 
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as shown in Table 6. 
Table 6. Twin Cities Development Categories 
Percentage of Vacant 
and 
Category Agricultural Land 
1. Mostly Developed 0-35 
2. Developing/Developed 36-60 
3. Rural/Developing 61-89 
4. Mostly rural 90 and Over 
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Free-standing rural communities, with a population of less than 10,000., 
are an exception to the above procedure. Although many rural communi­
ties have a fairly high percentage of developed land, they do not have 
the level of services and facilities which are characteristic of 
municipalities with the same extent of development in the urban areas. 
Therefore, small rural communities are classified as inappropriate for 
the development of subsidized housing projects in the near future, 
despite the amount of development. 
The second criterion is the percentage of existing low and 
moderate housing. To promote a greater diversity of housing choice, 
priority is given to subareas with the lowest percentage of existing 
low- and moderate-income housing, after the general areas of priority 
for development have been determined. This criterion is used to rank 
competing proposals within the same priority category. The result of 
this strategy is that the closer-in suburban communities are designated 
as highest priority for low-income housing in the region. 
Special Treatment Areas. There are two areas which receive 
special treatment in this approach. These exceptions are (1) central 
cities and (2) new towns or large-scale planned unit developments. 
1, Central Cities. If the central cities did not receive 
special treatment, the system would indicate that all projects proposed 
for Minneapolis and St. Paul would receive top priority because of their 
high degree of development. However, because of the existing concen­
trations of low-income housing in these central cities, assigning them 
a high priority would be contrary to the objective of increasing 
34 
diversity of locational choice throughout the region. Therefore, sub­
sidized housing units are only allocated to these central cities to 
provide replacement housing for urban renewal projects and other public 
action, and to; remain eligible for federal assistance. 
2. New Towns and Planned Unit Developments, Due to the problems 
of land assembly and costs, these developments often occur in the areas 
generally classified as having low priority for development although 
utilities, services and amenities are included as parts of a compre­
hensive development plan. Therefore, in order to support these 
approaches, it is necessary to give such proposals higher priority apart 
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from their general priority classification. 
Intra-Subarea Allocations 
The two numerical approaches previously described offer methods 
of allocating units to fairly large geographical areas which offer a 
great variety of site locations. Intra-sub are a plans have been formu­
lated to provide further>guidelines for the distribution of low- and 
moderate-income housing within the subareas, for the local planning 
agencies, private developers and sponsors in selecting sites for new 
units. This aspect of the plan is used after the total number of units 
or percentages have been allocated to the subareas by the major model. 
These plans are a combination of the numerical strategies and the 
priority strategies. Once the first phase of the plan allocates a 
number or percentage of low-income housing units to a subarea, the 
second phase establishes priorities for the neighborhoods within the 
subarea. Intra-subarea distribution models have been -formulated by the 
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Sacramento Regional Area Planning Commission and the San Bernardino 
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County Planning Department. 
Intra-subarea Plans divide the subareas into smaller units. 
Sacramento used census tracts because of the availability of data on 
6 y 
that basis. San Bernardino viewed the neighborhood as the basic com­
munity unit in which people identify. Therefore, the areas chosen, 
which most closely identified these neighborhoods, and for which data 
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were available, were the elementary school service areas. 
The criteria selected for intra-subarea strategies reflect 
neighborhood characteristics, for the purpose of determining the most 
suitable neighborhood within a particular subarea for the development of 
low-income housing. Sacramento and San Bernardino have used similar 
criteria in developing intra-subarea models. The criteria chosen by 
Sacramento are:^ 
1. Existing Subsidised Units. This variable was used to de­
crease concentration of low-income housing and to increase diversity of 
choice for low-income families. 
2. Access to Transit. Because of the limited mobility of many 
low-income families, public transit is vital in extending their access 
to jobs. 
3. Land Availability. The amount of vacant land in an area is 
used as an index of land availability and cost. The size^ of the census 
tract as a percentage of the total study area acreage indirectly indi­
cated the availability of undeveloped land. 
Jobs. Consideration is given to locating people near their 
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place of employment which is a reflection of preference and convenience. 
5. Excess School Capacity. This factor reflects a neighbor­
hood's ability to absorb additional population without excessive 
expenditure for facilities. 
6. Community Development. Special consideration is given to 
existing and proposed renewal areas and the need for subsidized housing 
programs for their completion. 
The chosen criteria are then weighted in the following manner. 
I. EXISTING SUBSIDIZED UNITS 
Subsidized units within the tract 1 
Subsidized units bordering the tract 3 
No subsidized units in the tract 5 
II. ACCESS TO TRANSIT 
No transit in the tract 1 
Transit bordering the tract 3 
Transit in the tract 5 
III. SIZE OF CENSUS TRACT AS A PERCENTAGE 
OF THE URBAN, RURAL OR MARYSVILLE-
YUBA CITY AREA 
0-10% ' 1 
10-15% 2 
15% and Over 3 
IV. JOBS 
No job center in the tract 1 
Job centers along the border of the tract 3 
Job center within the area 5 
V. EXCESS SCHOQL CAPACITY 
No capacity for additional students 1 
1-20% capacity for additional students 3 
20% and over capacity for additional students 5 
VI. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
No community development in tract 1 
Community development bordering tract 3 
Community development in tract 5 
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For each of the six criteria., a score from 1 (poor) to 5 (good) 
is given and a point rating for each intra-subarea is calculated. 
Intra-subareas with high scores are deemed desirable for low-income 
housing, while areas with low scores should be avoided. This strategy 
is intended to give local jurisdictions a means by which to review a 
. . . . 70 
specific site in; conjunction with the regional distribution approach. 
Designating Specific Sites 
The fifth strategy of distributing low-income housing throughout 
a metropolitan region is to designate specific future housing sites. 
This strategy is being used in Fulton County, Georgia. A Federal Dis­
trict Court ordered the dispersal of public housing in areas outside of 
Atlanta's present concentration of low-income housing, most of which is 
in eight of Atlanta's 132 square miles. The areas for dispersal were 
the areas which lie both within the unincorporated sections of Fulton 
County and the jurisdiction of the Atlanta Housing Authority, and the City 
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of Atlanta, rather than the five-county Atlanta Region. 
The Court ordered the plan to be carried out in two stages. The 
first stage of the plan involved identifying general areas in which low-
rent housing would be appropriate. The second stage involved identify­
ing specific sites within the general areas suitable for low-income 
72 . housing. Three sites were recommended in each general area to provide 
7 3 
the local housing authority more flexibility in acquiring sites. 
The location criteria considered in selecting these general areas 
and specific locations were: 
1. Adequacy of public services, such as schools, parks, 
libraries, health care centers and fire protection. 
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2. The availability of sewers within the next five years. 
3. Accessibility of commercial areas and employment centers. 
4. Availability of public transportation. 
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5. Compatability with land use plans. 
Unlike the other four strategies, there was not a quantitative weighting 
of each individual factor. Instead, each site was individually evalu­
ated and considered on its own merits. 
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CHAPTER III 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FORMULATING 
REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION PLANS 
There is no one distribution plan which is appropriate for all 
metropolitan regions. All regions have their own particular charac­
teristics , problems, and reasons for formulating a regional distribution 
7 5 
plan for low-income housing. However, three basic steps have been 
followed in formulating regional distribution plans for low-income hous­
ing, as previously described in Chapter II. These steps are: 
(1) designate subareas within the region; (2) select criteria and; 
(3) develop a distribution strategy. Site selection policies should 
also be developed as a fourth basic step in formulating regional dis­
tribution plans. Guidelines for these basic steps are presented below 
in order to provide metropolitan regions "rules-of-thumb" in; developing 
regional distribution plans for low-income housing. 
Selecting Subareas 
Although there have been different geographic areas used for 
subareas within various metropolitan regions, there are basic guidelines 
which should be followed in formulating subareas. Subareas should 
(1) correspond with political boundaries; (2) provide a sound data base, 
and (3) be of sufficient size to offer alternative sites to construct 
the low-income housing units. 
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1. Planning subareas should correspond with political boundaries. 
Utilizing political units as subareas provides the clearest delineation 
of responsibility for providing the low-income housing units which are 
to be allocated. The Director of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Planning 
Council stated that, "I don't see how we can implement the plan unless 
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it relates to political units." Bucks County's Planning Department 
stated that whichever political unit has zoning and subdivisions powers 
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should be used, otherwise the responsibility is not clear. The rela­
tionship between land-use controls and low-income housing is discussed 
in Chapter IV. 
2. The subareas selected should provide a sound data base for 
the criteria which are to be selected. Subareas which do not corre­
spond with a sound data base will often result in an inaccurate alloca­
tion model. Such a model will also be difficult to update. Miami Val­
ley uses townships partly because their boundaries are constant-and 
78 
data are available for them. 
3. Subareas should be large enough to offer alternative sites 
to provide the units. Subareas which are too small may not provide 
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alternative sites, or may not provide any sites at all. The size of 
the subarea will depend upon the level of development within the sub-
areas and the availability of suitable sites for low-income housing. 
Selecting Criteria 
There are numerous criteria from which a region can select in 
formulating a distribution plan. Below are guidelines to follow in 
selecting these criteria. 
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1. The criteria selected should reflect the desired pattern of 
development and the objectives of the regional distribution plan. For 
example, if a major objective of the plan is to distribute low-income 
housing in relation to the distribution of employment in order to create 
a better jobs-housing balance, the location of job centers is a cri­
terion which should be given major emphasis;. 
2. The criteria selected should reflect the ability of the sub-
areas to fiscally and physically absorb the low-income housing units. 
Criteria which consider the school capacity or the fiscal resources of 
the subareas should be utilized. 
3. The criteria selected should reflect the particular problems 
and neighborhood objections in the, region. For example, if school 
if . jti r> 
crowding or increased school expenditures caused by the new families 
is a major concern, present school capacity and assessed value per pupil 
are criteria which should be emphasized, as was done in Miami Valley. 
4. The criteria selected should reflect the suitability of 
subareas for low-income housing. The introduction of low-income hous­
ing could be detrimental to a subarea and the new residents if suita­
bility criteria are not considered. If the necessary services for low-
income housing, such as public transportation, job centers, and social 
services, are not available throughout the region, existing development 
or the actual or potential availability of particular services should 
be utilized as criteria. 
5. Criteria which require subjective value judgements, such as 
the willingness of a subarea to accept subsidized housing, should not 
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be used. Subjective criteria may stimulate argument and jeopardize the 
entire plan. 
6. The regional distribution plan must be periodically updated. 
Therefore, criteria for which current data are periodically available 
for all subareas in the region must be used. 
7. Many criteria measure the same conditions. It is preferable 
to use a few pertinent criteria than many redundant criteria. 
8. There is not a set of criteria which can be used in all 
metropolitan regions. However, certain criteria have been used more 
frequently than others. Table 7 indicates the most frequently used 
criteria for the sample of seven distribution plans compared in Table 
5. 
Table 7. Most Frequently Used Criteria 
Criteria Frequency 
Present Location of Low-Income Families 5 
Proportion to Population 5 
Equal-Share 4 
Local Jobs 4 
Present Concentration of Low-Income Housing 3 
Schools—Assessed Value 3 
Schools—Overcrowding 3 
Vacant Land 3 
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These criteria should all be considered in formulating regional dis­
tribution plans for low-income housing. 
Selecting Strategies 
A regional planning agency formulating a distribution plan for 
low-income housing has several basic strategies and combinations of 
strategies from which to select. Table 8 evaluates the five basic 
strategies described in Chapter II. It should be noted that these 
strategies are not mutually exclusive. 
The conditions in each particular region should be evaluated 
prior to selecting a strategy. The level of need and of development in 
the region must also be considered. Below are guidelines to follow in 
selecting a strategy. 
1. Regions with widespread need and which are highly developed 
should select a numerical strategy (a strategy based on need or federal' 
ly subsidized units allocated). Numerical strategies are also prefer­
able in regions with the necessary supportive facilities located 
throughout mc-st of the region. Utilizing these strategies, all local 
jurisdictions in the region, which accept the plan, can be held 
responsible for accepting their "fair-share." These strategies encour­
age development in all areas of the region where a need exists and 
which are suitable for low-income housing. The burden is placed on the 
localities dispersed throughout the region, rather than with a few 
developers or sponsors. The advantages and disadvantages of the dif­
ferent numerical strategies are described in Table 8. 
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Table 8. Evaluation of Distribution Strategies 






Presents most accurate 
account of housing need, 
reality of problem is in 
full view, Congress and 
HUD are forced to realize 
that more significant 
measures must be taken If 
housing problem is to be 
solved. 
Each subarea can be held 
r e s p o n s i b l e f o r a c c e p t ­
ing its "fair share" of 
units. 
Sets upper limit on the 
number of units a sub-
area can receive. 
Gives indication of how 
much need can be met. 
Represents truest account 
of the actual number of 
units to be dispersed to 
each subarea. 
Each subarea can be held 
responsible for accept­
ing its "fair share" of 
units. 
Upper limit can be set 
on the number of units a 
subarea can receive. 
Difficult to encourage 
developers to choose areas 
where housing is most 
needed, since developers 
can locate units in any 
subarea with unused allo­
cations , in order to 
comply with plan. 
Distribution based on need 
cannot be realistically 
f u l f i l l e d w i t h p r e s e n t 
level of low-income 
housing funding. 
Difficult to determine the 
number of subsidized units 
available, in advance. 
Difficult to encourage 
developers to choose areas 
where housing is most 
needed, since developers 
can locate units in any 
subarea with unused allo­
cations , in order to 
comply with plan. 
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Table 8. Continued 
Strategy Advantages of Strategy Disadvantages of Strategy 
PRIORITY 1. Less rigid and, therefore, 
easier to sell to local 
officials. 7 3 
2. Areas with most need are 
given highest priority 
for low-income housing 
units. 
3. More responsibility on 
developers to comply with 
plan and to build in 













lines for local plan­
ning agencies, developers 
and sponsors in selecting 
sites. 
Reduces possibility of 
overburdening neighbor­
hood services. 
Greater assurances site 
will have the necessary 
services and facilities. 
Greater assurance the 
site has the necessary 
services and facilities. 
No definite measurement 
in a priority plan to 
determine how subareas 
are complying with the 
plan. 
No responsibility on 
jurisdictions to accept 
a "fair-share" of units. 
No upper limit for number 
of units received in a 
subarea. 
Possibility of a high 
priority subarea being 
overburdened with units. 
Most complicated to 
understand. 
More open to questions 
of validity because bf 
another set bf criteria 
and calculations. 
Unnecessary increase in 
residential fear because 
all sites selected may not 
be acquired. 7 5 
Possibility that the site 
will be rezoned for a dif­
ferent use prior to land 
acquisition. 
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2. Regions unable to disperse the low-income housing units 
through much of the region, because of inadequate services outside the 
central city, should use a priority strategy. Certain areas are desig­
nated to develop low-income housing units before other areas. Priority 
strategies are, therefore, best suited for areas of rapid development, 
which do not have the necessary auxiliary services in much of the 
83 
region. 
Priority plans place the1 major responsibility for implementation 
on the developer rather than the locality. This approach allows for 
more direct implementation since the agency can indicate to the devel­
opers and sponsors of subsidized housing, the priority areas on which 
. 8 4 
to focus their attention. 
3. Intra-subarea strategies should be used in tandem with either 
of the previously described strategies. This strategy provides the 
necessary location guidelines on the neighborhood level to assure that 
the neighborhood selected for development won't be overburdened and 
that the necessary services will be available. Because of the wide 
range of neighborhoods in most subareas, many of which are not suitable 
for low-income housing, this stage is essential. 
4. The specific site strategy should not be utilized unless the 
sites to be developed can be acquired in advance. The disadvantages of 
this strategy heavily outweigh the advantages. However, regional plan­
ning agencies should establish policies for selecting specific sites. 
Selecting Specific Sites 
Site selection policies should be included in regional distribu­
tion plans to evaluate specific sites within the subareas. A sound 
policy for selecting sites is necessary to insure a suitable location 
for the housing units, and to explain to the public why one site was 
selected over another. The site selected will directly affect the 
goals and objectives of the distribution plan. For example, the site 
selected will determine whether integration of the housing units within 
a community occurs or whether the units are located in an isolated set­
ting. The site selected will also determine whether the low-income 
families will live in a decent living environment. 
Below is a list of factors which a region can select from in 
evaluating specific sites. The factors selected should reflect the 
region's goals, objectives, and desired pattern of development. The 
policy for selecting the sites should also be consistent with policies 
for residential land use within the region. 
1* COST OF SITE (As Compared to Allowable Land Costs) 
Acquisition cost 
Site preparation cost 
2. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
Size of site 
Zoning 
Availability of utilities (water, electricity, gas, 
and sewer) 
Physical characteristics of the site 




Commercial uses (convenience shopping, super­
markets, regional shopping centers, bars, etc.) 
Schools 
Day care centers and nurseries ; 
Health facilities (hospitals, outpatient clinics, 
drug stores) 
Recreation facilities (parks, community social 
centers, cultural activities, etc.) 
Community services (libraries, post office, public 
assistance office, churches, etc.) 
4. SUITABILITY OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
Outside areas of minority concentration 
Compatability of surrounding land uses 
Absence of air, noise and water pollution 
Absence of environmental hazards (heavy industrial 
plants, etc.) 
If there are several available sites within a subarea, they 
should be ranked and priorities should be established to select the 




Methods for implementation must be formulated if the concept of 
distributing low-income housing throughout metropolitan areas is to be 
actualized. For the distribution approach to be implemented, it is 
necessary to develop full cooperation on the federal, state, regional, 
and local levels. Implementation requires the acceptance of responsi­
bility at all levels, from the present suburban residents to the Federal 
Government. 
Regional agencies do not have the power to force subsidized 
housing on any locality in order to implement the distribution plan. 
The distribution plan can only encourage local agencies and private 
sponsors to seek out sites in areas where there are unused allocations 
of the formula, or which are designated as top priority. The plan has 
to be publicized and be taken seriously by local governments, state 
housing authorities and HUD. 
Implementation has taken place primarily through HUD decisions 
about proposed subsidized housing projects with the advice of the 
regional agency through the A-95 review process. The A-95 review 
process is an intergovernmental administrative device established by 
the Office of Management and Budget to insure compliance with federal 
legislation. Under these procedures, requests for federal funds must go 
through a regional clearinghouse for review and comment after the 
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application has been submitted to HUD. The regional clearinghouse pre­
pares its comments and recommendations and then transmits them back to 
HUD. This review process provides the opportunity to introduce regional 
planning objectives into HUD decisions. This review process is the 
primary implemehtation tool for a regional distribution plan. Requests 
from communities conforming to the distribution plan are given a favor­
able endorsement, while communities not conforming are given an unfavor­
able endorsement. 
Only projects having more than 50 single-family units or 100 
multi-family units are subject to such review. Small projects are 
therefore exempt from review. Nevertheless, A-95 review procedures have 
had a measurable effect on correcting the imbalance in the distribution 
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of low-income housing in metropolitan regions. 
Obstacles to Implementation 
The A-95 review process alone does not have the muscle to imple­
ment a concept as controversial as dispersing low-income housing. There 
have been numerous obstacles which have hindered the implementation of 
regional distribution plans for low-income housing. These obstacles 
were determined by a survey which is described below. 
Survey of Obstacles 
A survey was conducted to quantify and rank the frequency and 
severity of obstacles to implementing a regional distribution plan 
for low-income housing. The survey of obstacles was a major element in 
the survey previously described in Chapter I. 
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Methodology 
Surveys were mailed to 19 planning agencies involved with the 
distribution of low-income housing in metropolitan regions. Appendix 
B lists the agencies, surveyed and the status of their plans. 
Eleven items were listed which might be an obstacles to implemen­
tation. For each of these items, or any "other" obstacles, the respond­
ent was requested to check one of the following: 
1. No obstacle is anticipated or has occurred. 
2. Obstacle has occurred. 
3. Obstacle is anticipated to occur. 
If one of the latter two situations was checked, the respondent was 
requested to evaluate the severity of the obstacle (severe, moderate, 
or minimal). To rank these obstacles as to overall severity, the fol­
lowing number of points are assigned to each degree of severity: 
SEVERE - 3 Points 
MODERATE - 2 Points 
MINIMAL - 1 Point 
The items with the most total points are rated as the more severe 
obstacles to implementing a regional distribution plan. 
Results 
Of the 19 surveys mailed, 13 were returned completed, two re­
spondents replied, stating that the agency had not made sufficient 
progress to complete the survey, and four agencies did not reply at all. 
Table 9 ranks the frequency of the obstacles which have most 
often occurred or are anticipated to occur. Table 10 ranks the severity 
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Occur (B + C) 
1. Resistance by ad­
joining property 
owners. 0 10 3 13 
CM High cost of land 
in suburbs. 2 7 4 11 
CO Commitment of local 
officials to a poli­
cy of distributing 
low-income housing. 3 7 3 10 
4 . Inadequate public 
transportation. 3 5 5 10 
5. Restrictive zoning 
practices. CO 4 6 10 
6. Inadequate social 
services. 3 4 6 10 
7. Overcrowding of 
schools. 5 4 4 8 
8. Inadequate health 
services. 6 3 4 7 
CD HUD moratorium - 4 2 6. 
10. Commitment of HUD to 
a policy of distrib­
uting low-income 
housing. 8 3 2 5 
11. Commitment of state 
to a policy of dis­
tributing low-income 
housing. 8 1 4 5 
12. Local referendums. 11 2 0 2 
HUD moratorium was a write-in. Since 4 4 per cent of the re­
spondents considered the moratorium an obstacle, it is assumed that its 
frequency would have been higher if it had been included directly on the 
questionnaire. , 
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Table 10. Severity of Obstacles to 
Implementing Distribution Plans 
Total Number 
Obstacle of Points 
1. Resistance by the adjoining property owners 31 
2. High cost of land in suburbs 26 
3. Restrictive zoning practices 24 
4. Commitment of local officials to a policy 
of distributing low-income housing 23 
5. Inadequate public transportation 21 
.f. 
6. HUD moratorium 18 
7. Inadequate social services 17 
8. Overcrowding of schools 14, 
9. Commitment of HUD to a policy of distributing 
low-income housing 12 
10. Inadequate health services 12 
11. Commitment of state to a policy of distributing 
low-income housing 10 
12. Local referendums 5 
HUD moratorium was a write-in. Since all respondents desig­
nating the HUD moratorium considered it severe, it is assumed that its 
severity would have been higher if included directly on the question­
naire. 
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of these obstacles. Only items designated as an obstacle at least twice 
are included in these tables. The complete survey results are contained 
in Appendix C. 
Analysis of Obstacles 
The most severe obstacles to implementing a regional distribution 
plan for low-income housing, as determined by the survey results, are 
described below. The obstacles are described in the order of their 
severity. Following a description of each obstacle are recommended 
policiesprograms and legislation to assist in overcoming each respec­
tive obstacle in order to facilitate the implementation of regional 
distribution plans for low-income housing. 
Resistance by Adjoining Property Owner 
Neighborhood resistance is the principal barrier to the dispersal 
of low-income housing. The survey results indicated that the attitudes 
and fears of the general citizenry is the most frequently cited obstacle 
and, in addition, is the most severe obstacle to implementing distribu­
tion plans for low-income housing. Although many people agree that more 
low-income housing is needed, residents of an area where such housing is 
proposed invariably seem to object. 
The recent study conducted in Dayton, Ohio, attempted to ascer­
tain the overt reasons why low- and moderate-income groups were per­
ceived as threatening. A survey was conducted, in which suburban resi­
dents were asked to indicate the importance of reasons frequently given 
for objecting to the provision of low-income housing in higher income 
communities. The respondents were also encouraged to specify any other 
reasons for their belief that these households would be harmful to 
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their neighborhood. The results are shown in Table 11. 
Table 11. Reasons for Considering Low/Moderate-Income 









Property values would drop. 55 29 9 7 
Property taxes would increase due 
to need for increased services. 36 . 31 26 7 
Neighborhood would face a drop in 
social status. . 31 32 30 7 
Neighborhood would become less 
stable. 40 43 7 
Those people would not fit in 
with rest of community. 29 37 25 8 
Housing maintenance and conditions 
would decrease. 59 23 9 8 
Decrease in law and order. 43 30 20 7 
Change in character of neighbor­
hood with shopping facilities 
catering to new group's needs. 19 34 40 7 
Drop in quality of schools. 38 18 40 7 
These people would be a bad in­
fluence on my family because they 
don't believe the same thing we do. 15 23 54 8 
OTHER: 
Race. 2 
Low-income persons would feel in­
secure in higher-income areas. 1 
Low-income households have too 
many children. 1 
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Recommendations to Reduce Neighborhood Resistance. Suburban 
residents fear that the inclusion of low-income housing in their neigh­
borhood will lower the social, physical, and public service benefits they 
presently enjoy, and will simultaneously cause property value to de­
crease. The surveys conducted in Dayton concluded that the inclusion of 
programs to preserve or enhance the features of the environment that the 
suburbanites fear may be harmed by the low- and moderate-income families 
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dramatically increase the acceptability of the incoming groups. There­
fore, auxiliary programs should be designed to reduce any negative 
impacts low-income housing will have on suburban neighborhoods. The 
following recommendations should be incorporated into the distribution 
plan: 
A. In order to allay some of the fears of local residents, a 
distribution plan should establish upper limits to the number of sub­
sidized units that can go into any one subarea. The City Of St. Louis 
recently adopted a policy of limiting the quantity of subsidized housing 
in most subareas of the city to 5 per cent of the total number of 
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units. The Dayton Plan set an upper limit on the number of low-income 
units any one subarea would be required to absorb. Each subarea comply­
ing with the plan, must be assured that once it has accepted its "fair-
share", they won't be required to accept an additional burden. 
B. Regional agencies should include policies to prevent the 
future concentration of low-income housing in their distribution plans. 
Such policies are useful in reducing neighborhood fear and in preventing 
large projects which have historically compounded the problems of 
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poverty. Regional planning agencies should establish the following 
policies: 
1. Policies should be established in regard to the maximum 
number of low-income housing units allowed at each 
site. The Joint Committee for Selection of Public 
Housing Sites, in Atlanta, Georgia, stated that between 
50 and 100 low-income housing units at each site is a 
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desirable limit. San Bernardino County's distribu­
tion plan stated that no development shall have more than 
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40 government-subsidized units. Projects should be 
small enough to be able to fit into the neighborhood 
and not appear as an isolated unit. Large projects 
become identified as "minority housing" or "poor peoples 
housing" and generate an undesirable attitude toward the 
project and the residents. 
In formulating policies regarding the number of 
units at each site, it must be noted that it is less 
economically feasible to include community facilities, 
such as meeting rooms, day care centers, and parks in 
smaller projects, than in large projects. Federal regu­
lations establish a ratio between the total number of 
subsidized units and the money available for the con­
struction of community facilities. Therefore, if low-
income housing units are dispersed in small projects, 
the space allowed for community facilities may be too 
[ : 
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small to be functional. 
There are two methods by which community facilities 
can be provided in small scattered projects. The first 
method is increased Federal spending for community facili­
ties in small scattered projects. The second method is1 to 
locate low-income housing in areas which already have the 
necessary community facilities. 
Policies should also be established concerning the distance 
between projects. San Bernardino incorporates a spacing 
formula in their plan. All subsidized projects are to be 
separated from each other by a spacing radius equal to 50 
feet per dwelling unit in the project. The radius emanates 
from the peripheral boundary of the project and the distance 
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between projects is established by tangent radii. For 
example, two subsidized projects of 60 units and 45 units 
each should be separated by tangent radii of 3,000 feet and 
2,250 feet, respectively, or a total of approximately one 
mile. '; • 
The above policies to control the concentration of 
low-income housing units should be flexible. In subareas 
where suitable land is scarce and a deficiency of low-income 
housing exists, these policies should be modified to recog­
nize the housing need, while still attempting to avoid un­
necessary concentrations of low-income housing. 
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C. The criteria selected for allocating the housing units should 
reflect the legitimate fears of the suburbanites. The suburbanites fear 
that the inclusion of low-income housing in their neighborhood will 
increase property taxes due to the need for increased services. The net 
fiscal effects in the community will actually be determined by the 
degree to which the new residents cause expansion in the capital and 
operating costs of the services already being provided. As an extreme 
example, if the new residents can be serviced by the existing public 
work force without any addition in hours worked and can be handled by 
the physical capacity of the existing capital facilities, then they 
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would not cause the property tax rate to increase. Dayton's distribu­
tion plan considered this concept by selecting criteria which considered 
the impact on schooling. The plan carefully considered the present con­
dition of the school system, by selecting two criteria related to the 
ability of the school system to absorb additional students. Such an 
approach in selecting criteria minimizes the possibility of a financial 
burden caused by the new residents. 
D. In order to make a start in dispersing low-income inner-city 
families, housing should first be provided for low-income residents who 
already work in the outer city. The suburbanites would respond better 
to residents they are already familiar with and do not fear as a class, 
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the way they fear the urban poor in general. 
E. Regional agencies should engage in educational programs aimed 
at answering suburban questions and concerns. The Miami Valley Regional 
Planning Commission engaged in an extensive public education effort to 
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overcome neighborhood objections. Public hearings should be fteld 
throughout the region at times and places convenient to everyone. At 
these hearings, the citizens should be allowed to respond to the 
various aspects of the plan as they affect their particular community. 
Below are several of the subjects which should be explained to 
the public: 
1. The need for new low-income housing should be explicitly 
explained to the suburbanites. This should be accom­
plished with charts, graphs, and other audio/visual 
. , 94 : aids. 
2. The suburbanites should be educated as to the role they 
play in perpetuating the problems of the central city. 
For example, a consciousness of the jobs-housing imbalance 
should be created. The concept of a jobs-housing imbalance 
is completely new to most citizens and every effort should 
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be made to publicize it. 
3. The appearance of the housing should be explained. Citi­
zens are often surprised to find out that such housing 
can be attractively designed. 
4. The housing plan and the rationale behind it should be 
explained in layman terms. 
5. It should be explained to the management of suburban cor­
porations that locating low-income housing closer to 
employment will increase the productivity of the worker.^ 
6 1 
6. The public should be informed of how the plan affects 
them. Such questions as school enrollment, property 
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taxes, should be: anticipated with adequate data. It 
should also be explained to the suburbanites that 
suburban integration need not destroy the present 
character of their neighborhood. 
7. Planning agencies should level with the public. The 
Miami Valley staff has advocated this position as one 
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of fairness and respect for the public. 
The following legislation and programs should be adopted to 
supplement the region's distribution plan: 
F. Federal and/or state legislation should be adopted to provide 
grants to jurisdictions which are accepting low-income housing, to 
assist them in providing the necessary services for the new residents 
and their neighbors. These "impact-grants" would insure the locality 
that they will not have an extra tax burden because of increased 
services. Of particular importance is financial assistance to schools 
where new pupils will be absorbed. 
G. Whether the subsidized housing units will contribute to 
the tax base of the community will depend upon the housing program 
being used. Public housing units are exempt from the property tax and 
the in-lieu-of-tax payments that the housing authority is allowed to make 
represent a small fraction of the tax payments a privately owned unit of 
similar value would provide. Newer programs, such as 235 and 236, have 
minimized this deficiency. State and/or federal housing programs should 
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be developed and selected by regional agencies which pay full property 
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tax. The danger of a financial burden will then be lessened. 
Another approach would be a program of state reimbursements to 
localities of a portion of tax abatements granted for low-income hous­
ing. Connecticut presently has a policy of tax-loss reimbursements. 
H. Many suburban residents fear that their property values will 
decrease with the introduction of low-income housing. Prices will drop 
only if supply begins to climb faster than demand. This situation 
occurs when suburban residents regard the arrival of the first housing 
project as a disaster to be avoided at all costs. Many properties will 
probably be offered for sale at the same time, and if few or no families 
with equal purchasing power are willing to move into the area, and if 
the demand from low-income families is not sufficient to promptly absorb 
the homes for sale, the market will be glutted. The owners in their 
anxiety to leave, will accept "sacrifice prices" to attract a sufficient 
demand. For this outcome to occur, a "panic flight" psychological state 
must exist on the part of the present residents. There must also be a 
housing market with a large availability of alternatives.''"^ 
Therefore,' the introduction of low-income housing in the areas 
outside the central city will cause property values to decrease only if 
the present residents start to leave and no other buyers or renters with 
equal purchasing power seek to buy or rent in their place. Property 
values will not decrease if people with the same purchasing power as the 
present residents continue to seek homes there. 
Programs should be established to assure the suburban residents 
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that they will not suffer a loss in property values. The state and/or 
the federal government should agree to buy all homes within a specified 
distance of the housing site, should the market price decrease. Such a 
program would reduce suburban flight before any possible decrease in 
property values and consequently prevent a self-fulfilling prophecy from 
occurring. However, such a program would receive severe opposition due 
to government intervention in private enterprise. 
I. Suburban residents fear that housing maintenance will 
decrease with the introduction of low-income housing. Housing programs 
should, therefore, be established which guarantee high levels of main­
tenance. 
J. The chief revenue source of local governments is the property 
tax. Low-income housing locating in a suburban community, causing a 
possible drain on the community's tax base, is considered an unwelcome 
neighbor by many suburbanites. Low-income housing does not add to the 
tax rolls the same amount of assessed value as luxury housing and it 
often brings large families into a neighborhood."'"̂ "'" Legislation should 
be adopted to distribute the property tax base over broader geographic 
areas, such as the region or the state. Therefore, all communities 
would share any cost of serving the lower-income citizens. A regional 
or state tax base that would at least cover the cost of education would 
offset the fear among residents that opening up the community to low-
income families would burden schools and push taxes up. 
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High Cost of Land in Suburbs 
High land costs is considered the second most frequent and severe 
obstacle to implementing a regional distribution plan, according to the 
survey results. Raw land represents the fastest rising element of all 
major housing costs. 
The price of land has approximately doubled in major metropolitan 
areas of the United States between 1950 and 1965. In areas of particu­
larly rapid growth, the price has gone up five-fold in the same period. 
Within most metropolitan areas, the cost of land tends to rise as one 
approaches the center of the central city. Although central city land 
is more expensive than suburban land, the difference is becoming sig­
nificantly less pronounced. 
The costs allowed by HUD for developing subsidized housing varies 
upon the locality, program being used, "reasonablenessand the amount 
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of funds available. The average land cost for FHA multi-family 
•projects (236 and rent-supplement) in Metropolitan Atlanta is $946-per 
104 ' . unit. HUD has allowed slightly higher land costs for conventional 
public housing. These land costs limitations, coupled with skyrocketing 
land costs have resulted in a major obstacle to locating low-income 
housing in suitable locations outside the central city. For example, 
the Southeastern Regional Administrator of HUD recently stated that high 
land costs may block the dispersal of public housing into predominantly 
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white northside Atlanta. 
Recommendations to Reduce Land Costs. In order to increase the 
supply of reasonably-priced land at suitable locations, state 
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legislation should be adopted authorizing regional agencies to create 
land acquisition programs. A land acquisition or banking program can 
hold down the overall rise in housing costs brought about by the con­
tinuing escalation of the price of raw land. A land-banking operation 
for the purpose of providing sites for the future development of low-
income housing is an effective method of controlling land costs. A 
land-banking operation can make land available for low-income housing 
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when and where the land is needed. 
A regional land acquisition agency would acquire the site by 
direct negotiation and purchase, eminent domain or donation. The 
quantity and location of all sites selected by the acquisition agency 
would correspond with the distribution plan and site selection policy. 
Parcels would be acquired in advance to make sites available to private 
developers, non-profit sponsors and public agencies who are willing to 
develop low-income housing in accordance with the distribution plan. 
The land would be conveyed to the developer complying with the plan at 
"written down" or less-than-market prices to create an incentive for 
developers to comply with the plan. Utilization of this approach would 
necessitate the use of a distribution plan which would designate the 
quantity and location of sites in a subarea, several years in advance. 
Restrictive Zoning Practices 
The basic purpose of zoning is to promote the health, safety, 
morals, and general welfare of the population. However, zoning prac­
tices have often been used for other purposes. Richard Babcock stated 
that, "Zoning has provided the device for protecting the homogeneous 
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single family suburb from the city." 
Most localities within metropolitan regions have complete 
autonomy in their exercise of zoning powers, which are delegated to them 
by the State. Of the 7,609 local governments within metropolitan areas, 
approximately 5,200, or 68 per cent, have a zoning ordinance in force. 
Within the New York City Metropolitan Area, more than 500 jurisdictions 
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are exercising zoning powers. Localities have not been required to 
cite regional conditions in formulating these zoning ordinances, 
although regional issues are involved. 
Most local ordinances are above the minimum needed to achieve 
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health, safety and some minimum of amenity. Zoning has often been 
used by localities "to zone out social or fiscal undesirables."^"^ The 
zoning ordinances in most suburban localities provide for an excessive 
amount of large acre lots. For example, 48 per cent of the vacant land 
zoned for residential use in the New York City Metropolitan Area, 
excluding New York City, required residential lots of one acre or more 
in 1960. In Westchester County, a suburb of New York City, 78 per cent 
of such land was zoned for parcels of one acre or m o r e . T h e zoning 
practices in the area outside of New York City are typical of many 
metropolitan areas throughout the country. It is not economically pos­
sible to build low-income housing on lots zoned at these densities. 
Large lot sizes add to the initial cost of the land and add increased 
utility and support service costs. In addition, the scarcity of land 
zoned for multi-family housing has escalated the costs of land available 
for these purposes. Increasing housing costs above the minimum have 
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excluded people who would like to live in the outer city but cannot 
presently afford to do so. 
Restrictive zoning ordinances in most suburban communities are 
varied downward only for these developers who the local leaders are 
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confident will be properly selective in determining future residents. 
Rezoning for subsidized housing has been very difficult to obtain. Paul 
Davidoff recently said that restrictive zoning has been 
remarkably effective in preventing low and moderate income 
families from penetrating suburban housing and land markets, 
in greatly limiting the matching of jobs and workers in urban 
areas, and in raising the cost of new homes in the suburbs to 
all homeseeking families. If this nation is to provide for the 
housing and job needs of its minority citizens, the power of 
government must be used to break the land use barriers erected 
by suburban communities. This challenge may soon be recognized 
as the new frontier of the civil rights movement. 1* 3 
Restrictive Zoning was ranked as -the fifth most frequent obstacle» and 
the third most severe obstacle in implementing a regional distribution 
plan for low-income housing. 
Recommendations, for Overcoming Restrictive Zoning Practices. 
Zoning ordinances should not prohibit the development of low-income 
housing in any way over arid above the regulations of other residential 
land uses. Low-income housing developers should be given the same 
opportunity for rezoning and other zoning permissions as the developers 
of higher income residential developments. Zoning, as applied to low-
income housing, should only serve the purpose that it was originally 
intended to serve—to promote the health, safety, morals, and general 
welfare of the population. 
There are four basic approaches which can be taken in overcoming 
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restrictive zoning practices, in addition to applying standards similar 
to those applied toward other types of residential development. These 
approaches are (A) court litigation; (B) changes in the zoning enabling 
legislation; (C) changes in the local tax system; and (D) combining the 
zoning process with the tax system. 
A. Court Litigation. The courts can be an effective agent in 
overcoming restrictive zoning ordinances with respect to low-income 
housing. Zoning litigation has advanced the housing interests of indi­
vidual and group plaintiffs in a large number of instances, although no 
case to date has gained relief for the entire class of inner-city resi­
dents excluded from the suburbs. This approach adds the much needed 
publicity, demonstrates the legitimacy of the issues and has the possi-
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bility of making law. However, the courts should not be relied upon 
to substitute for the planning that should occur prior to implementation. 
The courts have given credence to the concept that a zoning ordi­
nance must consider region housing needs. On October 28, 1971, the 
Superior Court of Middlesex County, New Jersey, struck down the entire 
zoning ordinance of Madison Township on the ground that it prohibited 
90 per cent of the metropolitan population from obtaining housing in the 
township. Judge Furman found that such economic discrimination was not 
in the general welfare of the citizens of the State of New Jersey and, 
therefore, violated the constitutional standards for zoning embodied in 
the New Jersey Zoning Enabling Act. The judge stated: 
Housing needs are encompassed within the general welfare . . . 
In pursuing the valid purpose of a balanced community, a munici­
pality must not ignore housing needs, that is, its fair propor­
tion of the obligation to meet the housing needs of its own 
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population and of the region . . . general welfare does not 
stop at each municipal boundary. . . . The exclusionary approach 
in the ordinances under attack coincides in time with desparate 
housing needs in the county and region and expanding programs, 
federal and state for subsidized housing for low income fami­
lies . 1 1 5 
B. Changes in the Zoning Enabling Legislation. Several possible 
legislative changes are described below. 
1. Minimum Percentage of Land Area Zoned for Low-Income Housing. 
This procedure would require every municipality to zone a 
minimum fixed percentage of its developed land area for low-
income housing. Massachusetts adopted such legislation in 
1969. Under this legislation, guidelines instruct all 
municipalities to allow 1.5 per cent of their total land 
116 
area, minus publicly-owned land, for low-income housing. 
There are several problems with this approach. Most 
jurisdictions will stick to the minimum, even when larger 
quantities are appropriate, necessary and fiscally possible. 
A minimum land area percentage which is too high will burden 
some jurisdictions. A minimum too small will produce only 
token results and will hot meet the total region needs in 
most instances. It is more feasible to require communities 
to zone an amount of its land for low-income housing in pro­
portion to what it can afford. This concept will be further 
described in this chapter. 
2. State or Federal Preemption of Zoning Power. Another 
legislative solution to restrictive zoning is to authorize 
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the State or Federal government to override local zoning 
ordinances which exclude low-income housing. Massachu­
setts and New York, through the State Urban Development 
Corporation, have established mechanisms for overriding 
local zoning. However,, the New York State Legislature 
recently passed a measure stripping the UDC of its power 
to override local zoning ordinances in towns and villages. 
The Assistant to the President of the New York State Urban 
Development Corporation previously stated that, "Although 
this power has never been exercised without a locality's 
express or implicit approval, it is always in the wings to 
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'facilitate' negotiations." 
The Presidents Committee on Urban Housing recommended 
the Federal pre-emption of local zoning ordinances for 
Federally-subsidized housing. The report recommended that 
limited power be granted to the Secretary of HUD to pre-empt 
local zoning codes from application to Federally-subsidized 
low- and moderate-housing projects, subject to veto by the 
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Governor of the State. 
These procedures are politically difficult to imple­
ment in view of the escalating demands for local control and 
citizen participation in the planning process, which the 
pre-emption of local zoning contradicts. The difficulty has 
been confirmed by the Urban Development Corporation which 
has met vigorous opposition to its powers by localities and 
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the New York State Legislature. 
Zoning Appeal. State legislation could establish zoning 
commissions to which aggrieved parties could appeal local 
zoning ordinances and rulings. Massachusetts' "anti-snob" 
zoning bill established an administrative appellate 
process for developers excluded from building low-income 
housing by local governmental units. The applicant for 
rezoning may appeal to a housing appeals committee of the 
Massachusetts Department of Community Affairs, if he is 
denied a permit or if he feels the conditions are 
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excessive. 
Upward Transfer of Zoning Power. The most drastic approach 
to overcome restrictive zoning would be to entirely with­
draw the zoning power from the municipal level and restore 
it to the state or transfer it to county or regional bodies. 
Restoring the zoning power to the state would meet political 
opposition. Localities have insisted on controlling the 
zoning function, especially in view of the local property 
tax system. Transferring the zoning process to the counties 
would in many cases result in zoning decisions as fiscally 
oriented and exclusionary as those of its component munici-
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palities. Transferring the zoning process to the regional 
agencies would result in the most responsive decision making. 
Zoning Ordinances Requiring Low-Income Housing. A zoning 
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amendment in Fairfax County, Virginia, requires that all 
new housing developments in Fairfax County have a low-
income housing component. However, the local courts 
recently ruled that the county does not have the enabling 
legislation to enforce the requirements, and enforcement 
has been suspended pending appeal to the Virginia Supreme 
Court. Montgomery County, Maryland, is proposing a similar 
amendment. "̂ "̂  
The Fairfax County ordinance required that all 
residential planned communities, residential planned unit 
developments, planned apartment developments and multi-
family districts (except high-rises), be developed with a 
minimum of 15 per cent low- and moderate-income housing. 
Of this, at least 40 per cent, or 6 per cent of the total 
shall be low-income housing. The developer would only be 
excused if Federal subsidies were not available. 
To make the zoning amendment economically feasible, 
a density bonus of one unit for each two units of low- and 
moderate-income housing would be given to the developer. 
In addition, developments of 50 units or less and single 
family districts would be exempted. The applicant would be 
allowed to locate the units in a suitable area other than 
the area which is the subject of the rezoning application, 
provided the County finds the substitution will not result 
in an undue concentration of low- and moderate-income 
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families in a particular geographical area. This 
ordinance is an excellent method for dispersing low- and 
moderate-income housing throughout a metropolitan region, 
while developing communities with mixed incomes. 
C. Change in the Local Tax System. Many of the exclusionary 
zoning ordinances have been enacted for fiscal reasons. Excessive 
amounts of land are zoned for non-residential use in the hope of 
attracting tax-producing ratables, and densities are kept low to keep 
out child-producing families which may increase the school budget. 
Local governments' reliance on the property tax should be changed to 
a system which does not provide an incentive for fiscal zoning. As 
previously discussed, a regional or state tax base, which would at 
least cover the cost of education, would reduce the present incentive 
for fiscal zoning. 
D. Combining the Zoning Process with the Tax, System. Combining 
a jurisdiction's zoning process and their ability to fiscally absorb the 
units is the most feasible approach since the relationship between zon­
ing decisions and a jurisdiction's fiscal resources is a significant 
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reason for exclusionary zoning. This method could require every com­
munity to zone a percentage of its land for higher densities and lower 
cost development in proportion to what it can afford. Existing non­
residential ratables could be used as a measure of a jurisdiction's 
fiscal strength. Non-residential ratables provide local tax returns 
while another community is often paying to educate the children of their 
employees. Therefore, the larger the proportion of non-residential 
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ratables in a jurisdiction, the greater should be its responsibility to 
house, serve and educate the corresponding population. Conversely, if 
a jurisdiction prefers to forego the fiscal advantages of non-residen­
tial development, it would not be compelled to bear the cost of high-
intensity residential development. 
This approach is politically feasible since it does not tamper 
with the principle of home rule or with the present tax system. It 
would also have a positive planning effect, since it would allocate land 
properly zoned in proportion to employment centers which is a commonly 
used criteria in regional distribution plans. 
Commitment of Local Officials 
The lack of a commitment by local officials to-a policy of 
distributing low-income housing was rated as the third most frequent 
and fourth most severe obstacle to implementing a regional distribution 
plan. Surveys conducted in Dayton, Ohio, indicate that most public 
officials are willing to encourage those housing programs which would 
take care of the low- and moderate-income households within their com­
munity. However, they are quite adverse to facilitating plans that 
would encourage lower-income households living elsewhere in the region 
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to migrate into their community. 
Recommendations to Overcome Local Officials' Objections. Most 
of the recommendations previously described concerning neighborhood 
objections also apply to overcoming the objections of local officials. 
Education should be emphasized in overcoming this obstacle. The Miami 
Valley Regional Planning Commission has attempted to overcome the 
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resistance of local officials through an educational program in order 
that local officials might better understand the programs, what their 
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effects will be and how to deal with them. 
Inadequate Services 
Inadequate public transportation, social services, schools, and 
health services were all considered obstacles to implementing regional 
distribution plans. Of these services, the inadequacy of public 
transportation was considered the most frequent and severe obstacle. 
These supporting services are vital for low-income families moving out 
of the central city. 
Recommendations for Overcoming Inadequate Services. Low-income 
housing should be developed in the more highly-developed subareas in 
the region, which already have many of the necessary public services. 
Regional distribution plans should emphasize criteria which allocates 
the units to subareas having sufficient services, such as public trans­
portation and health and social services. The Twin Cities' priority 
plan for low-income housing placed heavy emphasis on existing develop­
ment . 
It should be noted that reliance on existing development in 
areas which are not highly developed will negate the possibility of 
dispersing the housing units outside of the central city or fringe 
areas. In these lesser developed regions, additional community services 
are needed as part of the region's total housing program. A possible 
source for these facilities is special revenue sharing, if enacted. 
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Lack of a Commitment by HUD and the Housing Moratorium 
The lack of a commitment by HUD to a policy distributing low-
income housing throughout metropolitan regions, and the recent HUD 
moratorium on subsidized housing programs are both obstacles according 
to the survey results. These two obstacles are interrelated since the 
lack of a commitment by HUD to a policy of distributing low-income 
housing was reflected, in part, by the housing moratorium. 
HUD's major effort to encourage the dispersal of low-income 
housing has been the Project Selection Criteria, which gives priority 
to proposals outside of areas of minority concentration. HUD has also 
supported Miami Valley's and Washington, D.C., COG's distribution plans. 
In addition,the Justice Department filed suit against Black Jack, 
Missouri, charging that the community enacted a zoning ordinance 
designed to exclude a subsidized housing project. Nevertheless, the 
Nixon Administration has adopted a policy of restraint with regard to 
locating low-income housing outside the central city. In his June 11, 
1971, Statement on Equal Housing Opportunity, President Nixon stated 
his administration would "not seek to impose economic integration upon 
an existing local jurisdiction; at the same time we will not countenance 
any use of economic measures as a subterfuge for racial discrimina-
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tion." George Romney, former Secretary of HUD, stated at a press 
conference on November 25, 1970, 
. . . as far as I'm concerned, a policy that involved forced 
integration of the suburbs or racial balance would fail; that 
it's not a sound policy; and this department is not undertaking 
a policy of racial balance or racial quotas or forced integra­
tion, or anything of that character. 1 2 7 
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All respondents writing-in the HUD moratorium as an obstacle 
rated it as severe. These ratings indicate that the lack of Federally-
subsidized housing eliminates any possible chances for implementation 
in most metropolitan regions. A regional distribution plan without 
any housing units to distribute is impotent. 
Recommendations for Overcoming Federal Obstacle. If distribution 
plans for low-income housing are to be implemented, either the subsi­
dized housing programs must be restored, new programs be provided, or 
new sources of subsidized housing must be created. Regional agencies 
should actively lobby for the creation of funding sources for the 
development of low-income housing. Lobbying should occur on the local, 
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state, and federal levels. Possible sources of funds for the devel­
opment of low-income housing include the following: 
A. States. State housing development programs could be formed 
similar to New York State's Urban Development Corporation. The Urban 
Development Corporation finances low- and moderate-income housing 
projects through the sale of tax-exempt bonds. They started, however, 
with $50 million worth of capital in the form of an interest-free loan 
from the state legislature. 
The states could also provide long-term, belqw market interest 
rate mortgages to non-profit and limited dividend corporations for con­
structing low-income housing. Several states have already enacted 
state housing finance authorities for this purpose. 
B. Revenue Sharing. Localities willing to implement the dis­
tribution plan should be encouraged to use special revenue-sharing 
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funds, if such legislation is enacted, for the development of low-income 
housing. The regional agency should also encourage the State to assist 
in the implementation of the distribution plan by channelling part of 
their share of revenue-sharing funds for developing low-income housing, 
through the regional agency. 
C. Private Industry. Legislation could be adopted requiring 
all major employers relocating or building a new factory, to provide 
housing for their low-income employees or prospective employees, in 
proximity to the job site or accessible to the site by convenient trans­
portation. However, such a policy could provide motives for employers 
to locate elsewhere, where such legislation does not exist. 
Lack of a State Commitment 
The lack of a commitment to a policy of dispersing low-income 
housing, by the state was considered a relatively minor obstacle. How­
ever, with the increasing role of the states, a lack of a commitment by 
state governments could be a more severe obstacle in the future. 
Recommendations to Overcome State Objections. There are two 
methods for overcoming state objections. The first method is active 
lobbying by the regional planning agency for state governments to sup­
port the distribution plan with funds for the development of low-income 
housing. The second method involves implementing the recommendations 
for overcoming neighborhood resistance in order to reduce the objections 
of state legislators. 
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Referendums 
The Cleveland Planning Commission and the San Francisco Depart­
ment of City Planning indicated that referendums are an obstacle to 
locating low-income housing in the outer city. April 26, 1971, the 
'United States Supreme Court upheld a state regulation giving the people 
of cities and towns the right to block the construction of public hous­
ing by a referendum. Herbert M. Franklin, an executive associate for 
the National Urban Coalition said the ruling could speed the separation 
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of metropolitan areas into black central cities and white suburbs. 
Recommendations for Overcoming Referendums. There are two 
methods for overcoming this obstacle. The first method is the adoption 
of legislation to prohibit referendums for the development of subsidized 
housing. The second method involves implementing the recommendations 
for overcoming neighborhood resistance. Only then will suburban.resi­
dents not ..feel the need to vote against low-income housing projects. 
Other Legislative Recommendations;for Overcoming Obstacles 
There is additional legislation which can assist in overcoming 
the obstacles to implementing a regional distribution plan for low-
income housing, not directly related to a specific obstacle determined 
by the survey results. This legislation includes the following: 
1. The planning and development of low-income housing has been 
divided among a variety of agencies without a coordinating structure 
responsive to overall housing needs. Regional housing agencies should 
be established for this purpose. Legislation should be adopted giving 
metropolitan agencies authority to receive and then assign funds for 
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low-income housing to the localities within its jurisdiction. Such 
legislation was proposed in Title V of the 1972 Housing and Urban 
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Development Act which was defeated. A major purpose of this Act was 
to establish metropolitan housing agencies and to authorize the finan­
cial and other assistance needed to enable these agencies to develop 
balanced housing programs on an areawide basis. The Act provided that 
metropolitan housing agencies would submit a three-year housing program 
which would: 
a. establish housing needs, including the need to provide 
an adequate supply of standard housing for low- and 
moderate-income families within reasonable proximity to 
their place of employment with adequate supporting 
services. 
b. establish objectives toward meeting these needs. 
c. identify the number and types,of housing units to be 
assisted with Federal subsidy funds. 
d. identify the income groups to be served and the 
general location of the housing units to be made 
available to each group. 
e. identify other local actions and programs to be undertaken 
to encourage needed housing production and preservation of 
the existing housing stock. 
This Act authorized metropolitan agencies to receive funds to 
assist in carrying out programs designed to encourage the provision of 
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housing for low- and moderate-income families throughout the metropolitan 
area. Block grants to metropolitan housing agencies would be allocated 
among metropolitan areas pursuant to a formula based on population, 
amount of poverty, the amount of overcrowding and the extent of housing 
deficiencies in each metropolitan area. Grants would also include part 
of the cost to the jurisdictions within the metropolitan area of pro­
viding public facilities and services needed to serve additional hous­
ing units. Such legislation would give the regional agency formulating 
the distribution plan, the authority and the funding to implement the 
plan. 
2. Legislation could be enacted to require the approval of the 
metropolitan agency for all state and federal housing subsidy funds 
within the area, rather than just requiring review and comment, as is 
the present situation under the A-95 review process. 
3. A less drastic change, whichwould assist in implementing 
a distribution plan, would be to change the A-95 review process to 
include all subsidized housing projects. At present, the A-95 review 
process only includes projects containing at least 100 multi-family 
units or 50 single family units. Low-income housing projects dispersed 
in a small number of units are, therefore, exempt from this process. 
4. The State and/or the Federal Government could enact legisla­
tion requiring the conformity to a regional distribution plan prior to 
receiving special revenue sharing funding. 
5. State and/or Federal grants for various programs could be 
denied unless the jurisdiction provides low-income housing in accordance 
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with a regional distribution plan. Conversely, grants could be in­
creased for those jurisdictions complying with the plan. 
6. Legislation could be enacted requiring that no corporation 
hiring a significant number of workers can move to a new location in a 
suburban area where the housing market is closed to families earning 
what the workers in the plant will earn. Such legislation would mean 
that the tax benefits to a locality which accepts new industry will be 
balanced by the costs to that community of educating the worker's 
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children, and providing them with municipal services. 
The National Commission on Urban Problems recommended that prior 
to final determination of any new Federal installation employing more 
than 50 persons.in a metropolitan area, the locality must have an ade­
quate amount of housing in or near the locality for persons of all 
income groups to be employed by the installation. In addition, no 
Federal contract would be entered into with a private firm for work to 
be undertaken at any factory, plant or other location employing more 
than 100 employees in an area which does not have adequate housing for 
employees of the "plant or factory within a reasonable distance from the 
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place of employment. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY - AND CONCLUSIONS 
In most metropolitan regions , low-income housing has,, historically 
been located in the central city. This pattern should be altered to 
allow the low-income central city residents, desiring to live in the 
outer city, the opportunity to exercise that choice. 
To adequately plan for the allocation of low-income housing 
throughout a metropolitan region, distribution plans should be formu­
lated. These plans should either designate a "fair-share" of units to 
all subareas within the region which are suitable for low-income hous­
ing, or should assign priorities to the subareas for the development of 
these units. The designated allocations should not overburden any one 
subarea. The distribution plan should be updated annually arid should 
consist of the following four elements: 
A. Subareas within the region should be designated in order 
to form a geographic basis for the low-income housing units to be dis­
tributed. These subareas should be based on political units, a sound 
data base, and sufficient developable land. 
B. Criteria, which are indexes of the subareas' characteristics 
and are used for apportioning the allocations, should be selected. 
The criteria selected should reflect the region's objectives, desired 
pattern of development, ability of the subareas to absorb the units, 
problems and neighborhood objections, and the suitability of the 
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subareas for low-income housing. 
C. A distribution strategy, which consists of the rationale and 
mechanics of the plan, should be developed. The five basic strategies 
studied are.distribution based on (1) need; (2) the percentage of sub­
sidized units allocated to the region; (3) priority areas; (4) intra-
subarea priorities, once the subarea allocations have been designated; 
and (5) designating specific locations. 
The first two strategies, which utilize numerical allocations, 
should be used when the need for low-income housing and subareas suit­
able for low-income housing, are spread throughout most of the region. 
These strategies apply to the more developed regions. 
The priority strategy should be utilized in regions of rapid 
development, where dispersal is not suitable throughout much of the 
region. This strategy encourages development in areas of most need and 
areas most suitable for low-income housing. 
Intra-subarea strategies should be used in tandem with each of 
the previous strategies. The use of this strategy insures that the 
individual neighborhoods will not be overburdened. 
The strategy of specifying specific sites should not be used for 
distributing low-income housing because of the unnecessary increase in 
neighborhood fear and the possibility that the site will be rezoned for 
a different use prior to land acquisition. 
D. A policy for site selection should be developed to insure a 
suitable location for low-income housing within the subarea. 
Attempts to implement regional distribution plans for low-income 
85 
housing have been and are anticipated to be thwarted by numerous 
obstacles. These obstacles include, in order of severity, neighborhood 
resistance, high land costs, restrictive zoning practices, lack of a 
commitment by local officials, inadequate auxiliary services, lack of 
a commitment by HUD, lack of a commitment by the state, and local 
referendums. Nevertheless, there are several methods of overcoming 
the numerous obstacles, as summarized below, These recommendations are 
divided between policies which should be adopted by the regional plan­
ning agency and programs and legislation which should be established 
by the Federal and/or the State government. 
A. The regional planning agency should adopt the following 
policies to overcome the obstacles to implementing a regional distribu­
tion plan for low-income housing: 
policies to establish upper, limits to the number of low-
income housing units each subarea will be required to absorb. 
policies to prevent large concentrations of low-income 
housing at any one site or in any one neighborhood. 
policies to select criteria which reflect the ability of 
the subarea to absorb the units. 
policies to select criteria which reflect the availability 
of auxiliary services. 
begin implementation by providing housing for individuals 
already working in the suburbs. 
establish an educational program. 
encourage municipalities and the state to use revenue-sharing 
funds for low-income housing. 
actively lobby for a source of funds for the development of 
low-income housing support for the distribution plan. 
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B. The Federal and/or the State government should adopt the 
following legislation and establish the following programs to overcome 
the obstacles to implementation (several of these recommendations 
achieve the same objective, but are included to present alternatives): 
provide "impact grants" to jurisdictions which accept low-
income housing in accordance with the plan, to assist them 
in providing the necessary auxiliary services. 
develop housing programs which pay full property tax tp 
the locality. 
reimburse the locality any tax abatement granted for low-
income housing. 
agree to buy all homes within a specified distance of the 
project, should the market price decrease. 
establish housing programs which guarantee a high level of 
maintenance. 
establish a regional or state tax base which would at least 
cover the cost of education. 
establish land banks to reduce the cost of land for low-
income housing. 
* establish a zoning board to appeal restrictive zoning deci­
sions and ordinances. 
allow the pre-emption of'zoning decisions which involve low-
income housing. 
require the upward transfer of the zoning power. 
require zoning ordinances to specify a mandatory percentage 
of low-income housing units in all new projects. 
require the zoning of a minimum percentage of land for low-
income housing. 
combine the zoning process with the fiscal system by requiring 
the "richer" localities to zone an increasing amount of land 
for low-income housing. 
provide funds for the necessary auxiliary services in-the 
less-developed subareas. 
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either reinstate or improve the Federal housing programs. 
establish state housing authorities or .corporations to 
develop low-income housing or provide funds for the 
development of low-income housing. 
require major industries relocating in the outer city to 
provide housing for their low-income employees. 
establish regional housing authorities empowered to receive 
and then assign funds within its jurisdiction for subsidized 
housing. 
require the approval of the regional agency for the use of 
all subsidized housing funds within its jurisdiction. 
amend the A-95 review process to include all subsidized 
housing projects, regardless of the number of units. 
require the conformity to a regional distribution plan in 
order for a jurisdiction to receive special revenue-sharing 
funds. 
deny State and/or Federal grants to jurisdictions not providing 
low-income housing in accordance with a regional distribution 
plan. Conversely, increase grants to jurisdictions complying 
with the plan. 
prohibit industry from moving to suburban jurisdictions whose 
housing market is closed to families earning what low-income 
employees of the plant will earn. 
forbid Federal installations in a jurisdiction, or Federal 
contracts with a firm in such a jurisdiction, which does not 
have housing for all income groups to be employed there or 
presently employed there. 
The state is the most appropriate level of government to provide 
legislative action in most of the above measures. The record is clear 
that most localities, including counties, have made virtually no effort 
to provide low-income housing outside of the central city. Although the 
Federal government has the "power of the purse," this level of govern­
ment is often too remote from the problem to deal with it sensitively 
and effectively. In addition, the present administration is not 
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committed to a policy of distributing low-income housing outside the 
central city. Regional agencies do not have the authority to implement 
these recommendations. The states, however, have the jurisdictional 
reach, the legislative authority, and increasing fiscal capabilities to 
implement most of the proper auxiliary programs and legislation needed 
to overcome the obstacles to implementing a regional distribution plan. 
However, even with the necessary legislation, cooperation is needed on 
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SURVEY—REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION PLANS FOR LOW-INCOME HOUSING 
Name of Agency 
I What is the present status of the housing distribution plan in your 
region? Please check one of the following: 
. Have not yet begun formulating a plan. 
Have begun, but not completed, formulating a plan. 
Have completed a plan. 
Have begun implementing a plan. 
Other (Please specify) . : • 
II Below are several items which may be obstacles in the implementation 
of such a housing distribution plan. Please check one of the first 
three columns, which ask whether each item is or will be an obstacle. 
If applicable, check one of the last three columns which describe 
the extent of the obstacle. 
OBSTACLE 




3.Commitment of HUD to a 
policy of distributing 
low-income housing. 
4.Commitment of the state 
to a policy of distrib­
uting low-income housing, 
5.Commitment of local 
officials to a policy 
of distributing low in- , 
come-housing. 
B.Economic 
6.High cost of land in 
suburbs. 
C.Services 





. 10.Inadequate social 
services. 
D.Neighborhood Objections 






















B. The second most severe obstacle? 
C. The third most severe obstacle? 
D. Other obstacles? 
III Which of the previously mentioned obstacles do you consider: 
A. The most severe? 
B. The second most severe? ' 
C. The third most severe? -
IV How have you, or how do you propose, to overcome: 
A. The most severe obstacle? 
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V What methods, other than, those you presently have the authority 
or enabling legislation to use, would you recommend to assist in 
implementing regional distribution plans for low-income housing? 
VI What government programs or legislation (federal or state) 
do you need to assist in implementing a regional distribution 
plan for low-income housing? 
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VII What geographic or political area (census tracts, planning 
areas, counties, etc.) should be used for designating a 
"fair share" of low-income housing within a region? Please 
explain. 
VIII Please discuss below how the following:concepts compare in 
their applicability to a regional distribution plan: 
1. small scattered sites ( less than 100 units) composed 
entirely of low-income residents. 
2. A large site composed entirely of low-income residents, 
built in a separate neighborhood within a larger 
community. The residents would still share community 
facilities. 
3. Large planned communities with families with mixed incomes, 
IX Which of the above concepts is the most desirable for the 
tenants? 
X Please make any other comments pertinent to locating low-income 
housing throughout a metropolitan region. 
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APPENDIX B 
AGENCIES. SURVEYED AND THE STATUS 















Miami Valley Regional 
Planning Commission X 
Washington COG X 
San Bernardino County 
Planning Department X 
Metropolitan Council of 
the Twin Cities Area X 
Dade County, Planning 
Department X 
Department of Community 
Affairs—Pennsylvania X 
Sacramento Regional 
Planning Commission X 
San Francisco Department 
of City Planning X 
Fulton County Planning 
Department X 
Bucks County Planning 
Department X 
Puget Sound Government 
Conference X 
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Agencies Surveyed and the Status 
















Atlanta Regional Commission x 
Cleveland Planning Dept. X 
Southeast Michigan COG X 
Tri-State Regional 
Planning Commission" • • X 
Mid-American Regional 
Council (Kansas)** X 
Bay Area Association of 
Governments*'"* X 
Delaware Valley Regional 
Planning Commission"*" X 
* • • • _ Have not made sufficient progress to complete survey. 
Did not respond. 
APPENDIX C 
SURVEY RESULTS 












EXTENT OF OBSTACLE 
Severe Moderate Minimal 
A. LEGAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
1. Restrictive zoning practices 3 4 6 5 4 1 
2. Local referendums 11 2 0 1 1 0 
3. : Commitment of HUD to a policy of 
distributing low-income housing 8 3 2 2 3 0 
4. Commitment of the state: to = a policy 
of distributing low-income housing 8 1 4 1 .' 3 1 
5. Commitment of local officials to .a 
policy of distributing low-income 
housing 3 7 3 3 7 > 0 
B. ECONOMIC 
6. High cost of land in .suburbs 2 7 4 7 4 0 
C. SERVICES 
7. Overcrowding of schools 5 4 4 0 6 2 
CO
 Inadequate public transportation 3 5 5 3 5 2 
9. Inadequate health services 6 CO 4 0 5 2 
10. Inadequate social services 3 4 6 1 6 2 
CO 













EXTENT OF OBSTACLE 
Severe Moderate Minimal 
D. NEIGHBORHOOD OBJECTIONS 
, 11. Resistance by the adjoining ., 
property owners 0 10 3 9 3 1 
E. OTHER OBSTACLES (Write-ins) 
12. HUD moratorium - 4 2 6 .0 0 
13. HUD guidelines 1 1 2 0 0 
14. Availability of land - 1 0 0 1 0 
15. Water and sewer moratorium - 1 0 1 0 0\ 
16. Previous urban renewal commitment - . 1 0 1 0 0 
17. Environmental requirements 
raising costs 1 o 0 1 0 
18. Lack of mechanism to require 
inclusion in new projects - 1 0 1 0 0 
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